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ExHIBIT 14.-Congressional vote and percent 

of population voting in 1940 election, by 
non-poll-tax States-Continued 
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Pennsylvania-

Continued Faddis _________ 25 255,523 58,442 23 95,801 37 
Graham ...•.... 26 341,221 64,669 19 126, 942 37 
Tibbott.. ------ 27 428, 4!l0 75,243 17 145, 751 34 
Kelley---------- 28 303,411 58, 772 19 105,998 35 

• Rodgers ____ ____ 29 252,533 50, 147 20 92,441 36 
Scanlon .. ----- - 30 276,948 62,450 22 124,549 45 
Weiss ... --- ---- 31 318,584 76,819 24 137,854 43 
Eherbarter _____ 32 206,796 62, 121 30 90,533 44 
McArdle _____ ___ 33 287,077 70,824 25 128, 723 45 Wright ______ ___ 34 322, 134 75,004 23 139,341 43 

Rhode Island: Forand . _____ ___ 1338,883 87, 327 26 151,844 45 
Fogarty ______ __ 2 374, 463 87,253 23 162, 179 43 

South Dakota: Mundt__ _______ 1 485,829 135,406 28 227,373 47 Case ____________ 2 157, 132 47,051 30 71, 178 45 
Utah: Granger ___ _____ 1 256,388 62,654 24 109, 675 43 

Robinson _______ 2 293,922 86,874 29 137,206 46 
Vermont: 

Plumley-------- (I) 359,231 89,637 25 140,477 39 
Washington: 

1 412,689 113,988 28 185,098 45 Magnuson __ ____ 
Jackson __ .----- 2 269,757 66, 314 25 115, 523 43 
Smith __________ 3 2.58, 301 60,529 23 109, 459 42 Hill ___ _________ 4 244,908 50,493 21 98, 496 40 
Leavy---------- 5 274, 754 67,582 24 121,840 44 
Coffee __ ________ 6 275,782 71,536 26 113,870 41 

West Virginia: 
72, 717 26 136.632 49 Ramsay ______ __ 1 281,333 

Randolph ___ ___ 2,297,167 77,045 26 133.956 45 
Edmiston ______ 3 316, 917 79,441 25 141, 251 4.5 
Johnson ________ 4 323,202 82,979 26 157,470 49 Kee _____ _______ 5 305,725 81,903 27 130. 126 42 
Smith _____ _____ 6 378,630 105,927 28171,689 45 

Wisronsin: 
42 Bolles __ -------- I 293,974 69,276 23 124, 122 

Sauthoff ___ _____ 2319,069 60,481 19 136,842 43 
Stevenson. __ ... 3290,719 54., 457 19 118,399 40 
Wasielewsld ____ 4 375, 418 57, 381 15 161, 125 43 
ThilL _________ 5 391,467 73, 7~ 19 11\6, 159 42 
Keefe __ _________ 6284,114 66,821 23 116,371 41 
Murray ________ 7 295,305 58,696 20113,749 39 
Johns. __________ --- 329,815 49,005 15111,000 33 
Hull.J.--------- 9 294,618 61,009 21 115, 600 39 
Gehrmann _____ 10 263,088 50, 776 19 106.026 40 

Wyoming: 
M clntyre. ----- {I) 250, 742 57,030 23 106,888 43 

lAt large. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President; in ac
cordance with the unanimous-consent 
agreement previously entered into, I in
tend to conclude my remarks for this 
evening with this summary statement. 
I sought in this part of my speech to 
show, first, that I ..think when we come 
to interpret any section of the Constitu
tion, including article I, section 2, we 
must remember that we have to consider 
the Constitution in its entirety, and we 
have to look to make certain whether 
there are other restrictions within the 
Constitution that bear upon article I, 
section 2. 

In the course of my remarks tomorrow 
I shall take the position and argue the 
point that article I, section 2, must be 
read in light of other restrictions which 
v.ill be found in the Constitution, par
ticularly in connection with amendments 
14 and 15. 

Second, I sought to point out in my 
remarks tonight that we must decide, 
when we are considering a constitutional 
question, whether or not we are going to 
make a liberal, dynamic approach to the 
Constitution, -whether we are going to 
look upon it as an instrument subject to 
adjustment of the changing trends of 
social conditions, or whether we are go
ing to look upon it simply in its literal 
sense as the product of a dead historic 
hand. 

Next, Mr. President, I sought in my 
remarks to point out that at the time the 
Constitution was written the trend, the 
objective, the point of view of the Con
stitution fathers was to work in the di· 
rection of a national universal suffrage, 
and instead of imposing further restric
tions on the right of suffrage, the result 
of the Constitutional Convention was to 
remove theretofore existing restrictions, 
and it was not until some yPars later 
that there was reimposed upon the right 
of suffrage in this country the poll tax as 
a limitation upon suffrage itself. Fur
thermore, that the tax end the property 
restrictions on suffrage which existede 
at the time the Constitutional Conven
tion was in session were in the process of 
being lifted by the States that were par
ties to the Constitutional Convention. 

Lastly, Mr. Presider.t, I have sought to 
point out in these remarks that we can
not escape the fact that thl. poll tax is 
an effective economic barrier to a free 
franchise, and it c'oes, in fact, have the 
effect of disfranchising t-... ople who, un
der the Constitution, should be recog
nized as free citizens. It does have the 
effect of having Members of Congress 
elected to this body by an exceeding 
small percentage of the adults of their 
States in contrast with the much higher 
percentage of voters who go to the polls 
in poll-tax-free Stat~s. 

Tomorrow, in the course of my re
marks, Mr. President, I shall proceed to 
discuss some of the decisions of the 
United States Supreme Court ·previously 
cited and discussed by my gooti friends 
on the opposition side of this issue, but I 
shall endeavor to point out that I think 
that in many respects the decisions are 
not subject to the application my good 
friends have given to them. 

With that statement I conclude for the 
evening. 

RECESS 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, may I 
ask to what hour the unanimous-consent 
agreement provided that we should re
cess? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To 1 
o'clock tomorrow afternoon. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, in my 
motion I was about to state the hour to 
which the recess would be taken. 

We have now, as I understand, con
cluded the business of today's session, 
so I now move that the Senate, under 
the order previously entered, "take a re
cess until tomorrow at 1 o'clock p. m. 

The motion was agreetl to; and Cat 10 
o'clock and 16 minutes p. m.) the Sen
ate took a· recess, the recess being, under 
the order previously entered, until to
morrow, Wednesday, August 4, 1948, at 
1 o'clock p. m. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 4, 1948 

(Legislative day of Wednesday, July 
28, 1948) 

The Senate met at 1 o'clock p. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Pres-

byterian Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 

0 Thou gracious Benefactor, who art 
ever making us the beneficiaries of Thy 
bountiful providence, we rejoice in the 
glad assurance that Thou wilt not with
hold from us anything that is needful 
if ·Ne walk uprightly and that where Thou 
dost guide Thou wilt provide. 

We pray that this assurance of Thy 
goodness may kindle within our hearts 
a more vivid sense of social responsibil
ity. Help us to understand that the 
question, "Am I my brother's keeper?" 
must be answered conclusively in the 
affirmative. 

Fill us with a longing to minister unto 
all who are finding the struggle of life 
so difficult. May we seek to bring about 
a more ethical and equitable distribution 
of the blessings of life. 

In Christ's name we offer our prayer. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
August 3, 1948, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message l.n writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Nash, one 
of his secretaries. 
REPORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY COUN

CIL ON INTERNATIONAL MONETARY 
AND FINANCIAL PROBLEM8-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H . DOC. Ill1. 737) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States, which, 
with the accompanying report, was re
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

<For President's message, see today's 
proceedings of the House of Representa
tives.) 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 
REPORT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

ADMINISTRATOR OF RENT CONTROL 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a letter from the Acting 
President of the Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the semiannual report 
of the Administrator of Rent Control of 
the District of Columbia for the period 
January 1 to June 3(1, 1S48, which, with 
the accompanying report, was referred 
to the Committee on the Distric~ of 
Columbia. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIAL 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate and referred as indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A letter in the nature of a petition from 

the East Twenty-fifth Assembly District 
of the Independent Progressive Party of 
California, San Francisco, Calif., signed by 
J. Canterbury, chairman, praying for the 
enactment of legislation providing price con
trols, etc.; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 
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A resolution adopted by religious, labor, 

and civic leaders at Philadelphia, Pa., favor
ing the prompt enactment of civil-rights 
legislation; ordered to lie on the table. 

A resolution adopted by religious, labor, 
and civic leaders at Philadelphia, Pa., pro
testing against the arrest of Communist 
Party leaders; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ADEQUATE HOUSING FOR WORLD WAR II 
VETERANS 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to present for ap
propriate reference and to have printed. 
in the REOORD a resolution adopted by 
the Catholic War Veterans, Inc., an out
standing group of patriotic citizens, and 
endorsed by the Department of Mary
land, Disabled American Veterans, · in 
annual convention at Hagerstown, Md.; 
May 7 to 9, 1948. The resolution em
phasizes the need of adequate - living 
facilities for veterans of World War II . . 

There being no objection, the _resolu
tion was received, referred to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency, and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
CATHOLIC WAR VETERANS, INC., ENACTMENT OF 

FEDERAL HOUSING AID BILL 

Whereas the most crying need of World 
War II veterans of today is that of adequate 
living facilities; and 

Whereas a conservative estimate yields a 
figure of only 710,000 new dwelling units 
slated for completion this year, but with over 
2,000,000 American families in need of ade
quate housing it is evident that, at present 
construction rate, several years will be re
quired for construction to come abreast of 
present needs unless direct Government 
actions are taken; and 

Whereas the major part of the 700,000 
dwelling units now under construction are 
designed for sale at prices not within the 
reach of the vast majority of veterans today; 
and 

Whereas the National Department of 
Catholic War Veterans, Inc., has gone on rec
ord endorsing passing of the Taft-Ellender
Wagner general housing bill and has peti
tioned the aid of the various State depart
ments in obtaining passage of that legisla
tion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Department of Mary
land implement the program of the national 
depa1 tment by going on record as favoring 
direct Government aid on the Federal, State, 
and municipal levels in the solution of this 
pressing crisis, Federal action taking the 
form of congressional enactment of the Taft
Ellender-Wagner housing bill or some simi
lar piece of legislation, with State and mu
nicipal action consisting of the appointment 
needs of veterans in Maryland and Balti
more with the view in mind of rendering 
complete data to the Federal Government so 
as to facilitate the carrying out of the provi
sions of whatever Federal legislation may be 
enacted; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resoluticm be 
forwarded to the President of the United 
States, the Senators, and Representatives 
from Maryland's six districts, the Governor 
of Maryland, and the mayor of Baltimore 
City. 

THOMAS M. BAILEY, 

D epartment Commander. 
GEORGE W. BLUM, 

Department Adjutant. 
The above resolution endorsed by the De

partment of Maryland, Disabled American 
Veterans, department convention assembled 
1n Hagerstown, Md., May 7-9, 1948. 

JAMES F. AUBREY, Sr., 
Department Commander, Depart

ment of Maryland, Disabled Amer
ican Veterans, Takoma Park, Md. 

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 

Mr. LANGER, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Execu
tive Papers, to which was referred for 
examination and recommendation a list 
of records transmitted to the Sena~e by 
the Acting Archivist of the United States 
that appeared to have no permanent 
value or historical in teres~, submitted a 
report thereon Pursuant to law. 

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

A bill and a joint resolution were intro
Jiuced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

(Mr. MORSE introduced Senate bill 2927, 
to amend the Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended, and for other pur
poses, which was referred to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, and appears un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. TYDINGS (for himself and Mr. 
O'CONOR): 

S. J. Res. 238. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE POLL TAX 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
the distinguished President pro tempore 
of the Senate to state what the parlia..: 
mentary situation is. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In re
sponse to the inquiry, the Chair will state 
that the pending question is on the ap
peal of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] 
from the decision of the Chair holding 
that the cloture motion on the motion 
to take up House bill 29 was not in order. 
Under the order of the Senate of yester
day, the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRSE] has the floor. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for an 
announcement? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR REPORT AND CON

SIDERATION OF BILLS, ETC. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, subsequent to 
the conclusion of the business of the Sen
ate today, any committee now consider
ing proposed legislation recommended in 
the recent message of the President to the 
Congress be authorized to report a bill 
thereon; that any such bill may be 
deemed to have been read twice and to 
have gone over one legislative day, and 
that a motion on tomorrow to proceed 
to its consideration may be in order. 

I ask further unanimous consent that, 
subsequent to the conclusion of the day's 
business, the Secretary be authorized to 
receive a message from the House, that 
any bill received therefrom shall be 
deemed to have been read twice, and that 
likewise a motion on tomorrow to pro
ceed to its consideration shall be in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska state there
quest again? 

Mr. WHERRY. All we are asking is 
unanimous consent that any bill reported 
subsequent to the recess or adjournment 
following today's session shall be con
sidered as having been reported for the 

calendar so that we may proceed to take 
it up tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tem1 ore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Nebraska? The Chair hears 
none, and the order is made. 

ANNOUNCEMENT AS TO NIGHT Sl;8SION 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Oregon will yield further, 
I wish to announce to the Memb.ers of the 
Senate that there will not be a night ses
sion tonight. Already there has been re
leased ·oy the chairman of the Policy 
Committee the reasons for not having a 
night session, and also, I think, a state• 
ment as to what can be expected so far 
as our program for tomorrow is con
cerned. Before a motion to recess or 
adjourn is made today I shall have an 
additional statement to make to the 
Members of the Senate, but at this time 
I think all that is necessary is to say that 
when the Senate concludes its work today 
there ·will be a recess or adjournment, 
and it is not contemplated that there will
be a night session. 

THE POLL TA:X 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the motion of Mr. WHERRY to proceed 
to the consideration of the bil <H. R. 29) 
making-unlawful the requirement for the 
payment of a poll tax as a prerequisite to 
voting in a primary or other election for 
national officers. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
pending question is on the appeal of ·the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] from the 
decision of the Chair holding that the 
cloture motion on the motion to take up 
House bill 29 was not in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on com
pleting my remarks yesterday-...... 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an insertion? 

Mr. MORSE. I was just about to an
nounce that I shall find it necessary to 
declinP to yield for any purpose until I 
complete my remarks-and I say this 
with regret to my good ..'riend the Sena
tor from Connecticut, as I am sure he 
understands. As I said last night during 
the course of my formal remarks on the 
pending subject, I sh~ll not yield for any 
purpose, for two reasons: First, because 
I think it of importance that the Repub
lican side of the aisle make its statement 
in the RECORD with continuity as to its 
position on the constitutionality of the 
anti-poll-tax legislation. Second, as I 
said last night, we have no desire on this 
side of the aisle, and certainly the pres
ent speaker has no desire, to aid or abet 
in any way prolonged debate by way of 
what is comm<mly lmown as a filibuster. 
Nevertheless, for the RECORD and for 
future reference I think it important 
at this time that a statement, of un
broken continuity, be placed in the 
RECORD, setting forth the position of the 
proponents of the ant i-poll-tax bill as 
to its constitutionality and as to it1 
merits from the standpoint of beinQ 
sound civil-rights legislation. 

Further by way of recapitulation, Mr. 
President, I think it is important that 
once again I call the attention of thG1 
American people to what I think is the 
realistic parliamentary fact which con· 
fronts us in this special session of Con· 
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gress. As I said in my remarks last 
night, and I repeat it today, I think it 
has been clearly demonstrated in this 
special session of Congress that there is 
no chance of passing any anti-poll-tax 
legislation, and the reason why there is 
no chance of doing that is the obvious 
fact that we are confronted with a con
certed movement on the part of a group 
of Senators on the Democratic side of 
the aisle to use, to the maximum extent 
the rules permit, their parliamentary 
privileges in the Senate. 

The American people should thorough
ly understand that when a group of Sen
ators-5, 6, 10, 11, or 12-make up their 
minds to prevent the passage of legisla
tion, the archaic rules of the Senate give 
them the power to succeed in their at
tempt. So, in my judgment, there is 
no chance of passing any civil-rights leg
islation at this special session of Con
gress, be it anti-poll-tax legislation, 
FEPC legislation, antilynch legislation, 
or any other section of the President's 
civil-rights program, so long as there is 
the clear, obvious, and announced deter
m!nation on the part of leadership on 
the ~emocr;:ttic side of the aisle, repre
sentmg those who have the power in 
their hands, to prevent the passage of 
any civil-rights legislation by the ex
ercise of their full parliamentary rights. 
So long as the Democrats take that po
sition, we cannot break a filibuster in 
this special session of Congress. We 
cannot break it because time does not 
p ermit. We cannot break it because 
physically it is impossible to break it due 
to the fact that a small group of Sena
tors, resting between their separate 
speeches, can wear down the majority, 
because the majority has to be on hand 
for quorum calls and for sudden votes 
which may be requested. 

Therefore, Mr. President, as I said 
about 2 years ago in an article which I 
published in Collier's magazine entitled 
"D-day on Capitol Hill," I think there 
Is no chance at all of eliminating what I 
consider to be the filibuster evil under 
the rules of the United States Senate, 
unless at the beginning of a regular ses
sion of Congress-and I proposed it in 
the article-the majority party in the 
Senate makes up· its mind to amend rule 
XXII of the Senate rules. 

As I pointed out in that article, the 
American people should understand that 
under rule XXII, which refers to the 
filing of a cloture petition on a measure, 
the petition is not applicable to motions, 
such as the motion to take up the anti
poll-tax legislation which was pending 
before the Senate prior to the appeal that 
was taken from the ruling of the Chair 
on cloture. 

The Presiding Officer of this body, in 
what I a m sure will be recognized in the 
years ahead as a historic ruling in the 
Senate the other day-and a statesman
like ruling it was, too-pointed out to 
the Senate that the fundamental issue 
before us is the problem of amending rule 
XXII. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the body of my 
remarks at this point the article I pub
lished some 2 years ago in Collier's maga
zine, discussing that very problem, and 
pointing out then that what we should 

do in the Senate of the United States is 
to proceed to amend the rule at the be
ginning of a regular session. I said we 
should do so the first day of a regular 
.session, and subsequent to the writing of 
the article, I submitted in this body an 
antifilib·J ster resolution by which I 
sought to accomplish the purpose which 
I think we must accomplish, namely, 
amend rule XXII, so that a cloture peti
tion can be filed on any question pending 
before the Senate, such as a motion to 
take up a bill, or a motion to approve the 
Journal, or any other type of motion. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

D-DAY ON CAPITOL HILL 
(By WAYNE L. MoRsE, United States Senator 

from Oregon) 
On the floor of the Senate a small band of 

willful men had been holding up Senate ac
tion on a bill to promote equal employment 
opportunity for all Americans, regardless of 
race, religion, or color. A clear-cut majority 
of the Senate favored the principles of the 
bill . President Truman, on behalf of the 
Democrats, had asked for the legislation. The 
Republican Party platform of 1944 had 
pledged itself to the principles of the meas
ure. Neverth~less, a group of southern 
Democrats had banded together to talk the 
bill to death. Hearing it, a young veteran 
burst out to me: 

"But, Senator, it's dictatorship ." 

The air in the Senate was fervid with 
oratory . Senator WALLACE WHITE, of Maine, 
the Republican leader, defended the filibus
ter, although not a party to it, by stating 
that: "There may be times and circum
stanc.as in which minorities can in one way 
alone successfully resist the power of a 
temporary majority." 

My veteran friend was bewildered. "If 
the Senate's rules allow a minority to control 
it," he asked, "where's democracy in Con
gress?" And if we don't have democracy in 
Congress, how can we preserve democracy 
in the United States? 

Millions of people are asking these same 
questions. Not only because they have wit
nessed the disgraceful spectacle of filibuster
ing in the Senate, but also because in the 
House of Representatives they have seen the 
principle of majority rule stifled by the small 
but powerful Rules Committee. 

It is common knowledge that 7 mem
bers of this 12-man committee wield what 
amounts to dictatorial power over the entire 
House. · These men have time and time 
again prevented important measures from 
being properly considered in debate by the 
House as a whole, or even from reaching the 
House floor. 

The theory behind the Rules Committee 
is that it should act as a traffic director on 
the legislative highway. In actual fact, the 
committee has become an obstruction to 
orderly traffic. Like feudal barons who lev
ied a toll upon those who used their roads, 
the committee often allows bills to come be
fore the House only on the condition that 
certain amendments be written into them. 
It frequently usurps the functions of the 
regular legislative committees by conducting 
hearings on bills that already have been 
carefully studied by the proper legislative 
committee and not confining itself, as it 
should, to questions of procedure. 

UNFAIR CONTROL OF LEGISLATION 
There have been notable occasions when 

the Rules Committee, in effect, has origi
nated legislation, although it was never con
templated that lt should exercise this privi
lege. Recently, lt will be recalled, the House 
Labor Committee approved the kind of bill 
it thought would contribute to labor peace. 

But a majority of the Rules Committee fav
ored the Case bill, which the legislative com
mittee had rejected. So it ruled that the 
Case bill be considered by the House rather 
than the Labor Committee's bilL 

The job of the Rules Committee is to 
report to the House, in conjunction with 
a bill, a resolution setting the terms of de
bate upon the measure. Often the com
mittee blocks the legislative road completely 
by failing to give a bill the right of way to 
the House floor under any rule of debate. 
Sometimes the committee works its will 
upon the entire House membership by im
posing "gag rules" that restrict the time al
lowed for debate and the circumstances un
der which amendments may be offered. 

There is no hope for government by the 
majority in Congress until the rules are 
thoroughly overhauled to free the House and 
the Senate from the legislative tyranny of 
a willful minority in either branch. These 
two infections of the body politic-the pow
ers of the Rules Committee and the fili
buster-are sources of intolerance and re
action. The Rules Committee must be as
signed its original role of traffic director for 
House bills, and the Senate must adopt rules 
empowering a majority to end a filibuster. 

It must be made clear to the voters that 
their substantive rights in the passage of all 
sound legislation needed in the interests of 
the general welfare cannot be separated 
from their procedural rights in attaining 
passage of such legislation. The people 
must be made to realize that the archaic 
rules of Congress permit self-seeking mi
nority blocs to defeat '.egislation the people 
want without letting it come to a vote. 

Most writers dip their pens in despair 
when they attempt to make suggestions for 
remedying these two evils. They point out 
that any resolution to reform the House 
Rules Committee would be referred to that 
committee itself-which group could be ex
pected to protect its dictatorship by quietly 
filing the proposal. 

They call attention to the fact that the 
Rules of the Senate have been carefully de
vised to protect the filibuster. A third plus 
one of the Senators can now prevent clo
ture-put fl, limit on the length of time a 
Senator may talk-thereby allowing a fili
buster to continue until the legislation 
against which it is directed has been with
drawn or emasculated. Thus, most critics 
say it is almost hopeless to propose a resolu
tion to eliminate the filibuster because the 
proposal itself would be subject to the fili
buster technique. 

The Senate has a Rules Committee, too. 
Although it does not have the sweeping 
powers possessed by the House Rules Com
mittee, it does have jurisdiction over any 
proposal to change the rules and procedures 
of the Senate. Judging from the past, this 
committee could be counted upon to bury 
alive any proposal referred to it which seeks 
to reform the procedures of the Senate in the 
interest of majority rule. 

EXAMPLE IN SELF-DEFENSE 
A good example of the way the Rules Com

mittees of both Houses protect what they be
lieve to be their vested interests is the action 
which they took in passing upon the resolu
tion setting up the La Follette-Monroney 
committee to make recommendations for the 
reorganization of Congress. 

Since early 1945 this committee has been 
making an exhaustive study of various pro
posals for the reorganization of Congress, 
and it recently submitted a splendid report 
on the subject. 

However, although the report presents 
sound proposals for reorganizing most other 
congres:.:ional committees, it rr.akes no rec
ommendations whatsoever in regard to the 
House Rules Committee, and says nothing 
about the colossal waste of congressional 
time occasioned by the filibuster. The omis
sions. are startling, but no fault of the La 
Follette-Mtmron':'y committee. 
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The resolution that set it up was re

written by Senate and House Rules Commit· 
tees specifically to prohibit the specia1. com
mittee from making "any recommendations 
with respect to the rules, parliamentary pro
cedures, practices, and/or precedents of 
either House." 

But the problem is not as hopeless as the 
experts seem to think it is, provided enough 
Members of the Congress have the will to 
make the fight. The situation calls for a. 
two-front attack in both Houses of Congress. 
The time to attack is on the first day of the 
new Congress next January. 

On the first day of a new Congress the 
House adopts the rules that will guide it for 
t :1 e next 2 years. Usually the rules of the 
last Congress are accepted without change, 
by a routine motion. But that need not be 
the case. During that brief period on the 
opening day between the time that the 
Speaker of the House opens the session of 
the new Congress and the time when the 
House passes a motion adopting the rules of 
its previous session with whatever changes it 
may wish to authorize, the Rules Committee 
is temporarily stripped of power. 

Hence it is at this time that the propo
nents of majority rule must strike their blows 
against the dictatorship of the committee. 
They must be prepared to offer at precisely 
the right moment an amendment to the rules 
depriving the committee c.f its broad powers 
over legislation, limiting it to the task of 
directing legislative traffic on the House floor. 

This proposal would become pending busi- · 
ness of the House, open to full debate on the 
floor and not subject to reference to the 
Rules Committee. The changes would be
come effective if approved by a majority of 
the House. 

If the majority of the Members of the new 
Congress elected next November really want 
to establish majority rule iu the House and 
be freed from the dictatorial domination of 
the Rules Committee, let them stand up and 
be counted on the opening day of the new · 
session. 

A similar fight for democracy should be 
waged in the Senate on the first day of the 

--next session of Congress. On that day all 
Senators who believe in the establishment of 
majority rule in the Senate should support 
a resolution aimed at preventing any future 
filibusters. By a majority vote such a resolu
tion can be made the subject of Senate busi
ness and disposed of without reference to 
committee. There is little doubt, of course, 
that the introduction of such a resolution 
will be vigorously opposed by the defenders 
of the filibuster. The sponsors of Senate rule 
by the minority already have made them
selves clear. During the recent FEPC fili
buster, :..Jemocratic Senator Tydings, of Mary
land, stated: "The rule of the majority. The 
rule of votes. Majority to Hades • • • 
l -et us not fool ourselves with the silly 
thought that majorities are always right." 

Democratic Senator H.ussELL, of Georgia, 
rejected the idea of "a pure democracy, where 
every man's vote would be counted on every 
issue," and then later referred to the fili
buster as a "bulwark against oppression by a 
mere popular majority." 

WILL USE OBSTRUCTIVE TACTICS 

It is clear that these Senators will wage a 
last-ditch fight against antifilibuster legis
lation with their customary weapon, the fili
buster. However, a filibuster can be defeated. 
The recent FEPC filibuster could have been 
broken if a serious attempt to do so had 
been made by the Democratic Senators. 

At that time the Democratic majority in 
the Senate, supported by many Republicans, 
recessed the Senate between 4 and 6 o'clock 
each afternoon during the filibuster, and on 
Friday afternoon recessed until each follow
ing Monday at noon. The Democratic ad
ministration made public statements in sup
port of the FEPC, but took no effective action 
aga.inst the filibuster. No Democratic Sena-

tor and only a few Republican Senators were 
willing to join in my suggestion at that time 
to hold the Senate in continuous session for 
24 hours a day for as many days, weeks and 
months as might be necessary to break it. 
An opportunity to establish, once and for all, 
majority rule in the Senate was passed up. 
It should not happen again. 

Under the filibuster with all its insidious 
effrontery, the principle of rule by a major
ity is denied the people in the determina
tion of congressional policy. I do not say 
that the majority is always right; but I do 
say that under our form of representative 
government a minority of Senators should 
not be permitted, by means of the filibuster, 
to block legislation favored by the majority. 
If the majority passes legislation which the 
people of the country do not favor, it must 
answer to the voters of the country for their 
action on that legislation, and the voters 
will then have a chance to send men to the 
Senate under instructions to repeal any legis
lation that the people do not want. 

There is no way to smash a filibuster but 
to exhaust the filibusters by forcing them 
to speak day after day for 24 hours a day. 

In a very real sense a filibuster is an en
durance test. If a majority of the Senators 
really want to free themselves from the dic
tates of a willful minority they must be 

, willing to take the time and undergo the 
physical strain that may be necessary to 
abolish once and for all the filibuster trav
esty. 

If a majority of the present Senate really 
doesn't want to make that fight, then the 
voters should start finding it out in the 1946 
elections. They should see to it that they 
send back to the Senate men pledged to 
make that fight. For my part, I am deter
mined that the fight shall be made. But 
it cannot be made without the assistance 
of senators in both parties. It will not be a 
pleasant fight. But with demonstrated pub
lic backing, it undoubtedly would end 
quickly. 

FOR THE DIGNITY OF THE SENATE 

When continuous sessions were proposed 
as the only effective method of beating the 
recent FEPC filibuster, the criticism was 
made that the procedure was beneath the 
dignity of Senators. That, of course, was 
pure nonsense. Nothing could be more un
dignified than the manner in which the Sen
ate record -is disgraced with long-winded 
ranting and meaningless talk during a fili
buster. My proposal for continuous sessions 
of the Senate has been criticized as too dra
matic. That argument is without weight. 
It is highly important that this issue be 
fully dramatized in order to impress upon 
the American people its vital importance to 
their legislative rights. 

There are two reasons why it is important 
that the fight to pass an antifilibuster reso
lution should be waged at the beginning of · 
the next session of Congress. First, it should 
be conducted concurrently with the fight to 
establish majority rule in the House in order 
that public attention may be focused on the 
same basic issue, namely, the need of de
mocracy in both Houses of Congress. 

Second, if the resolution is followed by a 
filibuster, it will not hold up any other legis
lation, since none will be ready for Senate 
action. It would be very difficult to break a 
filibuster near the close of a session, because 
the unity of action required on the part of 
Senators is difficult to obtain when so many 
of them are anxious to recess and go home. 
It is likewise difficult to wage a successful 
fight against a filibuster in the middle of a 
session, since the argument is always made 
that taking the time to defeat a filibuster 
blocks a-ctions on other legislation vital to the 
welfare of the country. 

One rule 1n political strategy, as in box
ing, i ;:; never to telegraph your punches. 
But this fight involves more than political 

strategy. This is a fight to establish the 
people's rights to democratic procedures in 
their Congress, and it is important that the 
people themselves should become under
standing participants. Everyone should 
know months ahead of time that January 
7, 1947, or whatever day Congress reopens, 
will be D-day on Capitol Hill-Democracy 
Day for reasserting and reestablishing ma
jority rule in the Congress of the United 
States; Duty Day for all Members of Con
gress to restore representative government 
to the legislative processes of Congress. 

If majority rule is to characterize the pro
cedures of Congress, the voters of this country 
must make that clear to congressional can
didates in November. Either we are going 
to reestablish the principle of ·majority rule 
in our Congress or we are going to continue 
to drift into government by minority in
terests and bloc pressures. This is another 
test of liberalism versus reactionism. 

It is important that the American. people 
recognize that our form of government . can 
protect, their rights only so long as they keep 
it strong and effective. Representative gov
ernment is not a machine that works au- 
tomatically. It is but a set of rules and 
principles which the people by their own 
consent have decreed shall be binding upon 
their own conduct. These principles can
not work unless they are administered by 
men and women responsive to· the will of 
the voters who elected them. 

. The people mus~ be ever watchful against 
institutions-like the filibuster and powers 
of the House Rules Committee-which per
mit the perversion of _free government by 
self-seeking men. If the people relax their 
vigilance, they may lose the fruits of democ
racy which promote the greatest good for 
the greatest number within the framework 
of our private-property economy. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in the 
article, as I said again in my remarks 
last night and I want to repeat it today, 
we must make clear to the American 
people the relationship between the rules 
of the Senate and their substantive 
rights in connection with needed social 
legislation. In some way, somehow, we 
must enable every man and woman orr 
the streets of America to understand 
that the rules of this body have a direct 
relationship to their liberties and free
doms. We must get them to understand 
that under rule XXII of this body such 
power is vested in a small group of men 
in the Senate of -the United States-and 
it is always an ever-changing group
that five, six, seven, or eight, or more 
Senators ·who want to league therr.selves 
together can successfully block the pas
sage of any piece of legislation they want 
to block. . The or.ly way we can ever re
move this great danger to our national 
welfare is for a Republican majority in 
the Senate, come Jar:uary 1949, to do 
what I suggested in the Collier's article 
we shoulJ have done in January 1947, 
namely, make up our mind to change rule 
XXII in such manner that a cloture peti
tion can be filed on any pending question, 
be it a measure as now interpreted under 
rule XXII, or a motion affecting any 
other item of business. 

Mr. President, I shall dwell on this 
point a while longer, because, as I :;aid 
last night, I want the American people 
fully to understand why we are blocked 
in this special session of Congress in the 
passing of civil-rights legislation. We 
are blocked because, in my ju«icsment, a 
group of Senators on the Democratic side 
of the aisle have, un·ier the rules, the 
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power to block the passage of such legis
lation. I have every reason to believe, as 
every other Member of the Senate has 
reason to believe, as the words in the 
RECORD spoken from the lips of one of 
their leaders at the special sessiCJn al
ready show, that they have served no
tice on the Senate of the United States 
t 1at they intend to use the rules to the 
extent of their application in an endeav
or to block the passage of civil-rights 
legislation. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President--
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will not 

yield. -
. The PRESIDENT pro temporE. The 
Senator from Oregon has announced 
that he will not yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President. in view 
of that parliamentary situation which 
confronts us, I repeat what I set out in 
the C:>llier's article, I repeat what :' have 
said to Republican groups since the 
writing of that article, that come' Janu
ary 1949, .we as a Republican majority 
in the s~nate of the United States, must 
deliver the American people from the 
encroachment--which I consider the fili
buster power in the Senate of the United 
States to be-on their rights, welfare, and 
interests. 

I heard the Presiding Officer of this 
bod.y-al!d. I am sure he will not object 
to my saying so-in discussing the prob
lem, point out with the crystal clearness 
that always characterizes his pro
nouncements, that it Is not safe in time 
of great national cri8iS to have the rules 
of the Senate in such :..arm that a small 
group of men can balk the passage of 
needed legislation to meet a great na
tional crisis. I agree with the Presidin.~ 
Officer of this body. 

From this forum I remind the people 
of the country today, Mr. President, that 
the cloture petition rule in the first in
stan-.:e was found necessary because of 
the great crisis which then confronted 
the Nation. It goes back to the dark 
days of 1917 when the Senate of the 
United States was threatened to be tied 
up by I\ filibuster which endangered the 
very security of the Nation. The cloture 
rule was adopted to b!ock that filibust,er. 

Subsequently there~o interpretation of 
rule XXII developed whereby 'i..he prece
dents have been well established, as the 
Presiding Officer pointed out the other 
day, that the word "measure" in rule 
~"a! i~ not applicable to a motion, and, 
therefore, motions to stpprove the Jour
nal or motions to take up an item of busi
ness arP not subject to the application 
of a cloture petition. 

I say, Mr. President, that we must 
change that rule, and we must use the 
record of this special session of Congress 
on the anti-poll-tax bill and the con
certed drive on the part of the Demo
era tic side of the aisle to block the pas
sage of that bill as our exhibit A to the 
American people of the necessity of 
adopting a modification of rule XXII, so, 
as I pointed out in the Collier's article, 
cloture will be applicable even to a mo
tion to approve the Journal. 

Mr. President, I do not like to take a 
licking any mcire than anyone else does, 
but one is called upon sometimes to be 
realistic enough and honest enough to 

admit when he is licked. I am perfectly 
willing here and now to say that in my 
opinion the proponents of an anti-poll
tax bill in this special session of Congress 
are licked. I do not think there is any 
chance of getting through this special 
session of Congress an anti-poll-tax bill. 

Some might say, "Why do you not try to 
amend rule XXII in this special session 
of Congress?" I think there are two very 
good reasons why that cannot be done. 
In the first place, the time limitation it
self would prevent it, because we would 
be confronted with a filibuster on any 
proposal to amend rule XXII. I think 
that is perfectly obvious. We shall need 
to have a rather long bracket of time in 
which to beat such a filibuster, and time 
does not permit in the special session of 
Congress. 

I think we snould also be sufficiently 
realistic to say that we cannot imagine 
anything the Democrats would relish 
more than to have us stay here in a long 
drawn-out fight in an attempt to break 
a fiilibuster on a proposal to modify rule 
XXII, with a great, historic political 
campaign in the offing, because as aRe
publican Party we also have the great re
sponsibility of making clear to the Amer
ican people the importance of a Republi
can victory in November in the interests 
of our national welfare. As Republicans 
we have the responsibility of making 
clear to the American people that the ir
reconcilable conflict and controversy be
tween the White -House and the majority 
in the Congress must be brought to an 
end, and, I will add quickly, Mr. Presi
dent, that the conflict between the White 
House and a large number of Senators on 
the Democratic side of the aisle must 
be brought to an end. It is not good for 
our Government. It is not safe, in my 
opinion, for sound representative govern
ment that this conflict between the Con
gress and the White House, which is the 
natural result of having the Congress of 
one political complexion and the White 
House of another, should longer continue. 
I think that this campaign is so impor
tant in making clear to the American 
people the importance of a Republican 
victory in November that I believe we 
should pass as quickly as we can on the 
vital issues facing the country relating to 
housing and inflation, matters which are 
bringing great suffering to the American 
people from the standpoint of the high 
cost of living, and then go into that cam
paign, assuring the American people that 
if they will give us a Republican Presi
dent and a Republican Congress in No
vember we will proceed immediately after 
the election to put into effect and prac
tice the great progressive, forward-look
ing platform which my party adopted 
at Philadelphia. 

Mr. President, I think we must be 
frank enough to say to the American 
people that we do not propose to be 
caught in a political trap, or in a parlia
mentary situation of prolonging the spe
cial session of Congress in a fight over 
a filibuster to modify rule XXII of the 
Senate, thereby putting ourselves out of 
the position in which we can give to the 
American people, as we should, all the 
help we can in reaching their decision as 
to how to vote in November. 

I think it is important that the Repub
lican Members of this body, at the ear
liest opportunity, go out into the country 
and carry these campaign issues to the 
American people in order tc. assure a Re
publican victory in 1948. That is why I 
say it is unrealistic to suggest that in a 
special session of Congress time permits 
the breaking of. a filibuster over the pro
posal to modify rule XXII. Therefore 
I shall join with my Republican col
leagues, now that we shall have demon
strated by the end of this day the impos
sibility of passing any anti-poll - tax 
legislation, in recognizing that fact a1!d 
proceeding to other items on the agendn, 
giving the American people the as~ur
ance that, come January, ue intend to 
make the first order of business the mod
ification of rule XXII. At that time we 
will fight to a finish any filibuster th'lt 
develops in the Senate in opposition to 
a modification of that rule. 

Before I proceed to discuss some of the 
cases which have been stressed by my 
good friends of the opposition on the 
constitutional issue which is before us, 
I should like to invite attention to t.he 
fact that there are increasing indications 
that, through the judicial process, the 
true meaning of the Constitution, par
ticularly the fifteenth amendment, is go
ing to be put into application. I invite 
attention to an item which appears on 
the first page of this morning's New York 
Times. Tt reads as follows: 

NEW MEXICO INDIANS GET RIGHT TO VOTE 

SANTA FE, N. MEX .. August 3.-A special 
three-judge Federal court ruled today that 
a New Mexico constitutional provision deny
ing the right to vote to Indians wa.s contrary 
to the United 8tates Constitution. 

The decision, in effect, gives the voting 
privilege in New Mexico to Indians. 

The court ruled that New Mexico's law 
providing that "Indians not taxed" may not 
vote contravenes the fifteenth amendment 
of the United States Constitution, which 
assures a ballot for everyone of voting age 
regardless of race, creed, or color. 

The far-reaching decision was made In a 
suit that had been filed in behalf of Miguel 
H. Trujillo, an Isleta Indian. living at the 
Laguna Pueblo. It charged that E1oy 
Gar ley, clerk of Valencia County, had re
fused to register Trujillo before the New 
Mexico primary election on June 8. 

I have not read the decision, but I shall 
do so as soon as I can get it in my hands. 
I cite that case as applicable to the dis
cussion before us only to ·the extent that 
it is another brick in the great; judicial 
wall of protection of civil rights that is 
being built by the courts of America. It 
is another brick in that wall similar to 
some other decisions whi.ch I shall d:s
cuss later in my remarks. I am satis
fied that legislation such 1.s our anti
poll-tax legislation will be sustained by 
the United States Supreme Court when 
directly before the Court for decision. 

That is one reason, amonr; others, why 
I am opposed to the suggestion made by 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. HAYDEN] early in the special session 
that we lay aside the anti-poll-tax bill 
and substitute therefor a proposal for a 
constitutional amendment. 

I am opposed to that approach be
cause I am satisfied, in the first instance, 
that an anti-poll-tax bill is constitu
tional. If I did not think so, as I said 
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last night, Mr. President, I would not 
be asking my colleagues to vote for it~ 
because I take the position that a Sena
tor who has any doubt as to the consti
tutionality of any piece of legislation 
which is called up for a vote in the Sen
ate should, in keeping with his oath of 
office, vote against the legislation. But 
I submit that a study of the cases and a 
careful study of the Constitution will 
remove any doubt as to the constitu
tionality of anti-poll-tax legislation. 

In the second place, I am opposed to 
the constitutional-amendment approach 
because I believe that it would result in 
years of frustration, years of delay in 
giving to 10,000,000 people in this coun
try the franchise right to a free ballot, 
to which they are clearly entitled under 
the Constitution. I say that because I 
am satisfied that a terrific campaign, 
even in the Southern States which have 
abolished their own poll-tax legislation, 
would be carried on in order to prevent 
the ratificati.on by the States of such a 
constitutional amendment. It does not 
take very many States to block it. 

Therefore, I say that the challenge of 
statesmanship in regard to anti-poll-tax 
legislation is to pass the bill pending be
fore the Senate and then give to the 
courts of the country, in accordance with 
our system of checks and balances, and 
in accordance with the judicial rights of 
our courts under the Constitution, an op
portunity to render a decision squarely 
in point involving the interpretation of 
an anti-poll-tax bill itself. As I stated 
la.st night, up until this time the litiga
tion YThicil has reached the Supreme 
Court on this issue has been what we 
call mixed litigation, at best. It has in
volved mixed questions of interpretation 
of State law and State election problems 
in relation to article I, section 2, of the 
Constitution. There has not been be
fore the Supreme Court a bill passed in 
accordance with the enabling clauses of 
various sections of the Constitution, in 
a case dealing directly with the poll-tax 
issue, which raises the question as to 
whether or not such a bill falls within 
the legislative power of Congress, for 
example, in carrying out its obligations 
under the fifteenth amendment. 

Most of my constitutional argument 
today--but not all of it-will rest upon 
the powers and <1uties of Congress under 
the fifteenth amendment. I think it is 
interesting to note that in the New Mex
ico decision announced in the New York 
Times this morning, and apparently 
rendered yesterday, that court considers 
the fifteenth amendment as the basis for 
declaring null and void the constitu~ional 
provision of the State of New Mexico 
which sought to deny to Indians the 
right to vote because they did not pay 
taxes. 

Durir.g the past few days there have 
been very learned discussions on the floor 
of the Senate as to whether the Congress 
has the authority under our Constitu
tion to enact legislation such as that ~ro
posed in House bill 29. Thi~ is not a new 
area of discu>sion. The niceties of the 
legal questions have been argued in com
mittees of Congres;s and on the floors of 
both Houses from time to time for about 
6 years now. There have been able and 
eminent lawyers on both sides of the 

question. In the light of this fact, I 
think that every Member of Congress is 
going to have to be his own constitutional 
lawyer on this question. It is_rather 
clear that the majcrity of both Houses 
have consistently beli~ved-and so 
voted-that Congress has the constitu
tional authority to abolish the poll tax 
insofar as it affects the election of Fed
eral officers. 

Let me take just a moment to review 
the history of this legislP.tion. In the 
Seventy- seventh Congress, the House 
passed House bill 1024, an anti-poll-tax 
bill simllar to the measure now under 
discu.ssion, by a vote of 253 to 84 on 
Octoter 12, 1942. During the Seventy
eighth Congress, the House on May 25, 
1943, again passed House bill 7, similar 
to House bill 29, and sent. it over to the 
Senate by a vote of 26;) to 110. Again, the 
House during the Seventy-ninth Con
gress resolved its rloubts about the con
stitutionality of this proposed legislation 
and passed House bill 7, on June 12, 1945, 
ty a vote of 251 to 105. The bill I now 
speak in behalf of was passed by the 
House, after full hearings before the 
Committee on Administration, by a vote 
of 290 to 112, on July 21, 1947. 

Committees of the Senate have given 
full and careful consideration to the con
stitutionality of this proposed legislation, 
and have repeatedly reported it to the 
Senate. Extensive hearings, at which 
many eminent constitutional lawyers ap-· 
peared and testified, were held by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee in 1942. I 
was not a Member of this body at that 
time, but I understand that the late Sen
ator George Norris, a member of the com
mittee and a distinguished lawyer in his 
own right, went into those hearings with 
very serious reservations in his own mind 
regarding the constitutionality of this 
proposed legislation-the power of Con
gress to abolish the poll-tax requirement 
by statute. After listening to countless 
witnesses who appeared and after mak
ing his own painstaking legal research, 
Senator Norris was not only convinced 
that Congress did have the constitutional 
power and responsibility for eliminating 
these taxes, but he himself wrote the ma
jority report and led the fight on the floor 
of the Senate for the bill during the 
fall of 1942. I recommfnd that historic 
debate and the report of Senator Norris' 
Judiciary Committee in 1942 to any of 
my brethren who may have any doubts 
as to the constitutionality of this bill. In 
th8 Seventy-eighth Congress the Senate 
Judiciary Committee found that legisla
tion such as House bill 29 was constitu
tional, and the committee reported the 
then pending bill to the Senate. House 
bill 29 was itself considered at length by 
the Senate Rules and Administration 
Committee, and was reported favorably 
in the Senate on April 30, 1948. 

I mention these facts simply to show 
that in the light of the legislative his
tory of anti-poll-tax legislation in this 
and preceding Congresses, a substantial 
majority of the Members have come to 
the conclusion, and I think a very sound 
one, that this proposed legislation is con
stitutional. 

I have some views on this question 
wh.'ch I should like to discuss. 

First, a large number of cases have 
been cited by the opponents of this pro
posed legislation in an attempt to show 
that it cannot be constitutionally en
acted by the Congress. But not a single 
one has been, or can be, cited to show 
that House bill 29 is unconstitutional, 
for the simple and incontrovertible rea
son that the Supreme Court of the 
United States has never had an occasion 
to pass on whether an act of Congress 
such as is proposed in House bill 29, abol
ishing the payment of a poll tax as a pre
requisite to voting in a Federal election, 
is or is not constitutional. That ques
tion has never been before the Court. 
We can argue from now until doomsday, 
Mr. President, about the cases that in
volve what I call mixed litigation, cases 
which involve the application of poll
tax laws to both State and Federal elec
tions; but, as I said last night, all the 
Court has to do is to pass on the fact 
that the measure is offered as a true 
taxing measure, in order to eliminate 
from its discussion or consideration any 
other facet of the case. Let the Con
gress pass an anti-poll-tax measure un
der its alleged constitutional power to 
protect the ballot of free citizens in a na
tional election for Federal officers, and 
then the Court will have to lay down a 
decision directly "on the nose" of our 
problem. I am satisfied that, if the 
Court is given such a set of facts, there 
will be no escape from a decision that 
the bill is constitutional, because in my 
judgment the Court will find that poll 
taxes contravene the fifteenth amend
ment. 

Mr. President, the Constitution affords 
a number of bases on which the Con
gress may, in my opinion, properly and 
constitutionally enact a statute abol
ishing the poll-tax requirement. 

Section 4 of article I requires that
The times, places, and manner of holding 

elections for Senators and Representatives 
shall be prescribed in each State by the 
legislature thereof; but the Congress may 
at any time by law make or alter such regu
lations, except as to the places of choosing 
Senators. 

This grant of power is further imple
mented by broad legislative authority 
contained in section 8 of article I of the 
Constitution, which empowers Con
gress-

To make all laws which shaH be necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution the 
foregoing powers, and all other powers vested 
by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any department or 
officer thereof. 

Before I conclude, I shall have some
thing to say about the power of the 
Congress to perpetuate a republican form 
of government; but I call especial at
tention to this enabling clause of article 
I of section 8 of the Constitution, which 
gives the Congress the clear constitu
tional power and places upon it the con
stitutional duty of passing whatever laws 
are necessary to carry out the provisions 
of the Constitution. It is vital in Amer
ica today to preserve a republican form 
of government; and in my judgment we 
cannot preserve, in the true constitu
tional sense, a republican form of gov
ernment if 10,000,000 supposedly free citi
zens are denied a free ballot box in a 
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national election. That is a vital con
stitutional issue, Mr. President, and I 
submit that when the Supreme Court 
has an opportunity to pass on it di
rectly by way of interpreting and apply
ing the constitutional powers under an 
anti-poll-tax bill passed by the Con
gress, the Court will find that the en
abling clauses are a part of the basis for 
the constitutionality of the act. 

These two broad provisions-section 4 
of article I and section 8 of article I-

. have constituted the basis of a number 
of Federal statutes designed to rid the 
elective machinery of certain evils and 
burdens. The Federal Corrupt Practices 
Act is one, and the act, passed during the 
recent war exempting members of the 
armed services from the payment of poll . 
taxes, is another example. Both those 
examples, and likewise the ex~mption 
which is sought under the bill now under 
discussion, rest upon the constitutional 
power to regulate the manner of holding 
elections. 

Let me repeat that, Mr. President, be
cause I desire to dwell at some length on 
the anti-poll-tax bill which, in fact, we 
passed when we enacted the soldier vot
ing measure during the war. I want to 
connect the constitutional theory of such 
acts as the Corrupt Practices Act and the 
Soldier Voting Act, with its anti-poll
tax provision, to sections 4 and 8 of ar
ticle I of the Constitution. Therefore, I 
repeat the reading of those two sections. 
Section 4 says : 

The times, places, and manner of holding 
elections for Senators and Representatives 
shall be prescribed in each State by the legis
lature thereof; but the Congress may at any 
time by law make or alter such regulations, 
except as to the places of choosing Senators. 

Section 8 says : 
To make all laws which shall be necessary 

and proper for carrying into execution the 
foregoing powers, and all other powers vested 
by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any department or 
officer thereof. 

Mr. President, Members of this body 
I am sure would be enlightened, and 
some, I think, no little amused, if they 
would read the debates as recorded in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at the time the 
Corrupt Practices Act was under con
sideration, and at the time the soldiers 
vote bill was under consideration. They 
would find a remarkable similarity be
tween the arguments then made and the 
arguments now made by the opponents 
of an anti-poll-tax bill. It was con
tended by the opponents in those debates 
that the prerogatives and the rights of 
the States were being infringed and im
pinged upon by such legislation. I think 
there is only one place to meet the issue 
of States' rights. Let the record be per
fectly clear that I shall defend States' 
rights as granted under the Constitution 
as vigorously as any other Member of 
the Senate, but I shall not read into the 
Constitution, as I submit many of my 
colleagues do, the vesting in the States 
of rights which in fact were delegated to 
the Federal Government under the Con
stitution. 

I say sections 4 and 8 of article I of 
the Federal Constitution delegated broad 
powers to the Congress of the United 
States in protecting national elections. 

In my view, it is impossible to read those 
sections and give any other meaning to 
them. Therefore, 'from time to time in 
the past the Congress of the United States 
has seen fit to enact legislation in the 
very face of arguments that such legis
lation, which would keep pure the na
tional elections by way of congressional 
law, impinged upon States' rights. 

Now a word or two about the soldier
vote bill that was passed during the war. 
The bill contains an anti-poll-tax pro
vision. The bill, as the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD will show, and I shall go to it in 
a minute, was a Republican bill. I want 
to say to the proponent3 of the anti-poll
tax legislation throughout the Nation, 
and I want to say to some of those in 
minority groups who from time to time 
raise questions as to the good faith of 
the Republicans in connection with civil
rights legislation, that we can stand on 
the record of our support of civil-rights 
legislation. Let us see whether or not 
the Democrats can. 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
Tilinois [Mr. BROOKS] offered an amend
ment to the soldier-vote bill to eliminate 
the poll-tax restriction. Let me go to 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It speaks for 
itself. I turn to the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD of August 25, 1942, at which time the 
soldier-vote measure was pending before 
the Congress. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
would the Senator yield merely for an 
inquiry? Is the Senator going to put 
the page number in the REcORD at this 
point, so it will make it easier to find? 

Mr. MORSE. I refer to the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD for August 2ti, 1942, start
ing on page · 6970. The Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. BROOKS] said: 

Mr. President, I do not desire to prolong 
the argument. I merely wish to add that 
the junior Senator from Illinois is not con
cerned or is not attempting in any way to 
interfere with the election, the method of 
holding the election, or the conduct of the 
election in any State. 

I wish to reiterate what I stated yester
day, the Federal Government, by vote of 
this body, has reached into the sovereign 
States and said to the young manhood of 
the States, "You register and present your
selves for service wherever you are told · to 
go by the Federal Government." Many of 
them l~ft without paying a poll tax, many 
of them left without registering their right 
to vote at home. By no choice of theirs, 
by no act or thought of theirs, they are 
scattered all over the world, and this body, 
which by its vote created the situation by 
which they find themselves throughout the 
world, can do well to remove the simple re
strictions which deprive them of the right 
to participate in the choice of those who 
shall in the future occupy seats in this body, 
while we talk about spreading four free
doms throughout the world after the war. 

We have told our people that soon, I under
stand, we will have another bill under which 
we will register more of our citizens. We 
say they can no longer live as usual, think 
as usual, or have business as usual, but by 
our conduct apparently we are going to say 
to them, "We are going to conduct our po
litical restrictions as usual," notwithstand
ing v. hat we d.J about their vote. We may 
say that we love the soldier, and that we 
want every soldier to have the right to vote, 
but when one votes against giving him the 
right to vote in a primary, or against re
moving a simple restriction, he proves the 
depth of his love and affection for the men 
in the armed services. We have no desire 

to attempt to interfere in any State, but 
the rights of those men rest in this body, 
and I am ready to have the record made on 
the pending amendment. 

This is the Republican Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. BROOKS] making a speech 
in support of his amendment to elimi
nate the poll-tax requirement from the 
soldier-vote measure. 

The Senator from Illinois brought out 
very clearly in his remarks, as it was 
brought out in other remarks made dur
ing the debate, that there was a clear 
duty vested in the Congress of the 
United States to see to it that the arbi
trary restrictions upon suffrage repre
sented by the poll tax should be removed 
from the men in uniform. On what the
ory? On the theory that it interfered 
with States' rights? On the theory that 
the proposal was unconstitutional, as 
has been alleged here throughout the 
debate on House bill29? No; but as Sen
ator BROOKs said, on the theory that it 
is the clear duty and the obligation of 
the Congress to protect the rights of sol
diers to vote in national elections. I say 
on the theory that under amendment 15 
of the Constitution the Congress has a 
clear duty to pass legislation to protect 
the right of suffrage of free citizens. 
That was a Republican proposal, and it 
was fought for by the Republicans on 
the :floor of the Senate during that his
toric debate. 

Let us look at the ~·ecord in connection 
with the vote on the proposal. I have 
said so many imes-I cannot say it too 
often-that the test of a man's political 
philosophy, the acid test of his consti
tutional liberalism, is to be found in his 
votes in the Congress of the United 
States. What he says is not so impor
tant; what he says is important only if 
he backs up his statements with votes 
which support them. Many people, for 
long years past, Mr. President, have been 
playing political football with the civil
rights issue in the United States. I 
would not say that my party has been 
free of such hypocrites; we have had 
some of them. But at any time I will 
lay the Republican record on civil rights 
alongside of the Democratic record and 
have no fear as to what an impartial 
jury of independent voters will say when 
they come to study and to pass judg
ment upon the record. I say that be
cause the record is perfectly clear that 
the Republicans for many years past 
have attempted to put through civil
rights legislation, and such legislation as 
Congress has been able to put through 
has been put through with Republican 
votes. 

During the war the .'l.ntl. -poll-tax pro
vision of the soldier-vote bill came from 
a Republican Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
BRooKs]. How did the Senate vote on 
it? That is a good test of where Re
publicans and Democrats stand on the 
issue of civil rights. That, in my judg
ment, is the test of where people .stand 
on civil-rights matters, at least insofar 
as true support of anti-poll-tax legisla
tion is concerned. The Brooks amend
ment was called up for a vote on August 
25, 1942, as shown on page 6971 of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for that day. 
Let me make plain what amendment I 
am talking about. I am talking about 
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the amendment which proposed to re· 
lieve the soldiers from a poll-tax re· 
striction in casting their votes in a Fed· 
eral election for national officers. That 
was the issue. It was crystal clear, un· 
equivocal, calling for a vote as to where 
a man stood on that civil-rights issue. 
The roll was as follows: Those voting 
"yea" were: Bone, Brewst'3r, Bridges, 
Brooks, Brown, Capper, Danaher, 
Downey, Johnson of California, Johnson 
of Colorado, Kilgore, La Follette, Lodge, 
McCarran, McFarland, McN~ry, Ma
loney, Mead, Murray, Norris, Pepper,: 
Reynolds, Rosier-, Schwartz, Stewart; 
Taft, Thomas of Idaho; Thomas of Utah, 
Tunnell, Vandenberg, Walsh, White, 
Wiley. 

Counting the number of Republicans 
.in light of the few Republicans·· who were 
in the Senate in 1942, it will be seen that 
the Republicans in tlie Senate by a large 
majority voted to protect the precious 
civil right that our soldiers should. be 
freed of the restriction of a poll tax on 
their suffrage. 

Let us look at the "nay"- votes: An
drews, Bailey, Barkley, Byrd, Clark of 
Idaho, Clark of Missouri, Connally, 
George, Gerry, Green, Guffey, Hayden, 
Herring, McKellar, Radclfffe, Russell, 
Smathers, Truman, Tydings, Van Nuys .. 

Mr. President, I am willing to let that 
record speak for itself as to who be
lieved in delivering on civil-rights leg
islation. I am willing to let that vote 
speak for· itself as to whether -those ·of 
us on the Republican side of the aisle 
are fighting and voting for civil-rights 
legislation, and whether, in the main 
the Democrats are merely talking for it. 
I am willing to let the vote of the Presi
dent of the United States, when he 
served as a Member of this body as a 
Senator from Missouri, in oppasition to 
the proposal offered by the Senator from 
Illinois to protect the soldiers from a 
poll tax in the national election, during 
the· war, speak for itself as to whether 
he means to deliver on Civil-rights legis
lation. We cannot go behind that vote'. 
I repeat, Mr. President, that-! shall j.udge 
the political record of a man not on ·what 
he says, but on both what he says and 
how he votes to back up what he says. 

Mr. Preside:qt, we Republicans ; have 
made other fights for civil-rights legis
lation, and we have backed up our 
speeches with our votes. Let me for a 
moment refresh the memories of Sena
tors as to what I think was a ·rather 
historic fight, as time will prove, in the 
Eightieth session of Congress, when 
Democratic representatives, in the main, 
in the Senate of the United States, from 
16 Southern States, offered to the Senate 
for ratification a compact which would 
have empowered, with congressional ap
proval, 16 Southern States to establish 
regional schools of higher education 
based on the principle of segregation, 
which they sought to make Federal policy 
by getting the Senate to approve, if they 
could, that compact. I make no apology 
to the American people for leading the 
fight against that compact on the ground 
that the compact section of the COn· 
stitution did not require the approval of 
that type of compact. I pointed out in 
the debate, and I have no fear of suc· 
cessful contradiction on that point, that 

one of the obvious motivations ·of that 
fight was to enable its proponents to get 
themselves in a position so that when 
civil-rights legislation involving racial 
questions in the field of education reached 
the United States Supreme Court they 
could point to the Senate of the United 
States as having placed its stamp of 
approval on a policy of segregation in 
higher educa.tion in the United States. 

. I have already said, and I now repeat, 
that I have no intention to interfere with 
State policy in the field of education; 
but when the Senators from 16 Southern 
States sought to have the Senate place 
its stamp of approval, by way of ratifica
tion, on that compact, which had em~ 
bodied in it the principle of segregation, 
I had no hesitation in leading the fight 
against that transgression on what I 
think is a precious civil right, because 
never by my vote will I put my stamp of 
approval on - segregation· in free public 
schools in America. 

I know something about schools which 
are attended by all races. I went through 
the grade school in the city ,of Madison, 
Wis., known as the Greenbush School, 
which .was. located on. the edge of the 
slum area of Madison; Wis. There at.: 
tended that echool tbroughout the 8 
years I was there boys and girls from all 
races of that area, many Negro children, 
many Jewish, Greek, Italian, Polish, in
deed attending that school was ~cross
section of the great melting pot which 
America is. . 

It is difficult by way of self -analysis 
and introspection to determine how one 
comes to hold certain views which he en
tertains .on certain · social questions, but 
I am satisfied, as I analyze my own think
ing, tl.at the whole .background of my 
constitutional liberalism is to be found 
in the conditioning and the training and 
the understanding of democracy I learned 
in 8 years in the Greenbush School in 
Madison, Wis. 

Never, Mr. President, with my vote 
will I deny what I think is a precious 
civil right in this country, the right of 
any child to go to' a public school irre
spective of any attempt to discriminate 
against him because of ra~e. color, or 
creed. Democracy Will never remain 
strong in America unless we drive from 
our midst' intolerable prejudice against 
people .because of their race, color and 
creed. I may add that the civil rights 
principles of the Constitution are on 
trial before the world today. As I said 
last night, our attitude in this country 
in not taking a courageous and forth
right forward step to eliminate discrim
inations practiced against the civil rights 
guaranteed by the Constitution is de
veloping a hotbed for communism in the 
United States. 

There is not a southern Democrat, 
there is not a northern Democrat, there 
is not a Republican in the whole Con
gress who hates and despises the Com
munist ideology more than does the 
junior Senator from Oregon. The way to 
meet a threat to democracy is to make 
democracy work so well that the propa
ganda of the Communists will not mis
lead or deceive a single American. Many 
of them are now being deceived, many of 
them are being misled. Many Ameri
cans, I fear far too many, are going to 

register a protest vote this fall by voting 
for the third party because of their opin
ion that we are not putting into effect 
as rapidly as we should the full guar
antees of the Constitution. 

Oh, here is a chance, by the passage 
of this anti-poll-t:;tx bill, which, as I have 
said, we shall not be able to pass because 
of the parliamentary tactics of the Dem
ocratic side of the aisle-to answer the 
third party advocates on the question 
of whether or not we are going to march 
forward and _prohibit further discrim- · 
ination because of race, color, or creed. 

Mr. President, we defeated the attempt 
to have the United States Senate- ap
prove the policy of segregation in higher 

. education in this country. The vote was 
close, but the fact remains that the 
major fight against it came from the 
Republican side of the ·aisle. I think 
it is clear from the RECORD that the only 
effective blow struck in defense of civil 
rights in the Eightieth Congress was 
struck by those of us on the Republican 
side of the aisle who succeeded in pre,. 
venting- the- Senate ratification of the 
compact to which I - have referred; 
Therefore I say to. the proponents of 
civil-rights legislation, that is another 
bit of evidence of the good faith and the 
sincerity of purpose of the Republicans 
in the Congress of the United States in 
delivering on ·civil-rights legislation, in 
backing up their talk with their votes~ 

Now, for the RECORD, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed as a part of my 
remarks a portiml of the final soldier 
vote law which was enacted in 1942,.and 
which contained an antb-poll-tax- pro· 
vision protecting our men in the· armed 
services from the type of infringement 
uP9n suffrage which poll taxes constitute. 

The · PRESIPENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? · · 

There being no objection, the law was 
ordered· to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

. (PUBL"!C LAW 712-77TH CONG.) • 

(CH. 561-20 SESS.) 

[H. R. 7416] 
An· act to provide for a method of voting, tn 

time" of war, by members of the land and 
naval forces absent from the place of tlieir 
residence 
Be it enacted, etc., 

SPECIAL METHOD OF VOTING IN TIME OF WAR 

SECTION 1. In time of war, notwithstand
ing any provision of State law relating to 
the registration of qualified voters, every in
dividual absent from the place of his resi
dence and serving in the land or naval forces 
of the United States, including the members 
of the Army Nurse Corps, the Navy Nurse 
Corps, the Women's Navy Reserve, and the 
Women's Army Auxiliary Corps, who is or 
was eligible to register for and is qualified 
to ·vote at any election under the law of tlle 
State of his residence, shall be entitled, as 
provided in this act, to vote for electors of 
President and Vice President of the United 
States, United States Senators, and Repre
sentatives in Congress. 

SEc. 2. No person in military service· in 
time of war shall be required, as a condition 
of voting in any election for President, Vice 
President, electors for President or Vice 
President, or for Senator or Member of the 
House of Representatives, to pay any poll 
tax or other tax or make any other payment 
to any State or political subdivision thereof. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, referring 

again to the Corrupt Practices Act and 
to the soldier-vote measure, I wish to 
repeat that both these statutes rest upon 
the constitutional power to regulate the 
manner of holding elections no less than 
do the exemptions which are sought 
under the pending bill. The Federal 
Government has the inherent right to 
"insure its own preservation" for, as 
pointed out in th•"' dissenting opinion of 
Justices Brandeis, Clark, and Pitney in 
Newberry v. United States <256 U. S. 
232, at 281>-

The election of Senators and Representa
tives in Congress is a Federal function; 
whatever the States do in the matter they 
do under authority derived from the Con
stitution of the United States. * * * 
[Any other conclusion] would be tp leave 
the General Government destitute of the 
means to insure it::: own preservation with
out governmental aid from the States, which 
they might either grant or withhold accord
ing to their own will. This would render 
the Government of the United States some
thing less than supreme in the exercise of 
Its own appropriate powers; a doctrine sup
posed to have been laid at rest forever by 
the decisions of this Court in McCulloch v. 
Maryland (4 Wheat. 316, 405, et seq.); 
Cohens v. Virginia (6 Wheat. 264. 381, 387, 
414); and many other decisions in the time 
of Chief Justice Marshall and since. 

It should be recalled that in McCul
loch against Maryland, supra, Chief Jus
tice Marshall, that great expounder of 
our Constitution, had observed-Fourth 
\Vheaton, 316, 424-that-

No trace is to be found in the Constitu
tion of an intention to create a dependence 
of the Government of the Union on those of 
the States for the execution of the great 
powers assigned to it. Its means are ade
quate to its ends, and on those means alone 
was it expected to rely for the accomplish
ment of its ends. To impose on it the 
necessity of resorting to means which it 
cannot control, which another government 
may furnish or withhold, would render its 
course precarious, the result ef its measures 
uncertain , and create a dependence on other 
governments which might disappoint its most 
important designs, and is incompatible with 
the language of the Constitution . 

I apply that language Mr. President, 
to the power o ~ the Congress, through 
the enabling clauses to which I have 
heretofore referred, to pass legislation 
which will protect the ~1~t~onal suffrage 
of 10,000,000 American people now de
nied that protection by existing poll-tax 
laws. 

I say, Mr. President, that these quota
tions from two landmarks in our con
stitutional history make it abundantly 
clear that the revisionary power con
ferred upon the Congress by section 4 
of article I of the Constitution, to regu
late the "manner of holding elections for 
Senators and Representatives," was in
tended to and does authorize the Federal 
Government to take all steps deemed by 
it to be necessary and proper to insure 
that the election of its officers shall con
form with true democratic principles; 
shall !Je without fraud , corruption, or 
pernicious political activities attendant 
upon the exercise by the people of their 
highest privilege; and that substantial 
portions of the populace in the several 
States shall not be disfranchised by a 
pse:udo qual!fication bearing no reason.
able relation to their fitness to vote. · 

I dwell upon that criterion, Mr. Presi
dent, because when we do get this matter 
before the Supreme Court there is no 
doubt of the fact that it will give an in
terpretation of the word "qualification," 
as contained in article I, section 2 of the 
Constitution, in regard to which the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS] and the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON]. 
as well as my friend the able Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL], dwelt at such 
great length. The court will have to give 
an interpretation to the word "qualifica
tion." What will be its text? 

As a lawyer, I suggest that one of the 
things the court wiE look into is the rela
tionship between the poll tax and the 
qualification or capability or ability of a 
man to vote. Do Senators know what I 
think the court will say respecting that? 
Dangerous as predictions are for a law
yer even to suggest in attempting to 
prophesy a court decision, I think the 
court will be bound to find that there is 
no relationship between the poll tax and 
the ability of a man to vote. I think the 
court will pierce the veil of sham which 
the poll tax is, and will not let the States 
hide behind that veil under the pretext 
that the poll-tax requirement is a quali
fication under article I, section 2. To 
the contrary, I think the court will say 
that qualification under article I, sect!on 
2, has to have some reasonable relation
ship to the ability to vote if it is to in any 
way limit the right to yote. 

There is no such relationship, I submit, 
when a poll tax is imposed on an indi
vidual under the pretext that it defines 
his qualifications to vote. I think the 
court will tear the veil from the face of 
the poll tax and recognize that the Con
gress of the United States has the obli
gation and the power under the Consti
tution to protect free citizens from that 
type of restriction upon what ought to 
be recognized as a guaranty of free 
suffrage. 

Thus I say, Mr. President, that to make 
sure that there should be no doubt on 
this score, the framers of our Constitu
tion wisely inserted a "necessary and 
proper" clause specifically authorizing 
the Congress, "to make all laws which 
shall be necessary_ and proper for carry
ing into execution the foregoing powers.'' 
Under that enabling clause, under the 
power therein given to preserve the re
publican form of governmerrt, if it were 
desired to put it on no other basis, I sub
mit that the- court would find that the 
exercise of our power in passing an anti
poll-tax law met all constitutional re
quirements. 

I have already pointed to the fact that 
10,000,000 citizens of the United States 
are disfranchised by the poll-tax require
ment and shown that its a"'olition in 
Georgia resulted in an immediate and 
substantial increase in the number of 
voters who participated in the elections 
when not hindered and impeded by the 
poll-tax requirement. Moreover, the 
difference in the size of the electorate in 
poll-tax States as compared with that in 
non-poll-tax States generally, fully dem
onstrates that the republican form of 
government contemplated by the Consti
tution is nonexistent in the poll-tax 
States. 

The report oi the President's Commit
tee on Civil Rights at page 38 carries a 
chart, Suffrage in Poll-Tax States. It 
shows that of the potential voters who 
voted in the 1944 Presidential elections, 
68.74 percent voted in the then 40 non
poll-tax States while only 18.31 percent 
voted in the 8 poll-tax States. In 1944 
Georgia required the payment of the poll 
tax, and therefore her statistics are in
cluded in the table. 

Section 4 of article IV of the Constitu
tion provides: 

The Unlted States shall guarantee to eve;y 
State in this Union a republican form of 
government. 

It is well settled that questions arising 
undet- this clause are political, not judi
cial, in character, and thus are for con
sideration of Congress and not the 
courts. Ohio ex rel. Bryant v. AkTon 
Metropolitan Park District <281 U. S. 74, 
80 < 1930) >, citing Pacific States Teleph. 
Co. v. Oregon (223 U. S. 118 <1912) >, 
O'Neill v. Learner <239 U. S. Hl, 248 
<1915)). 

I recognize that this is a techn:cal 
point of law to the layman, and hence, 
even at the expense of time, I want to 
reiterate it, because I think it is one of 
the points that my friends of the oppo:;i
tion have overlooked in their entire dis
cussion of the constitutionality of a pro
posed anti-poll-tax bill. I said last night, 
for example, that in my judgment, our 
power to pass an anti-poll-tax Jaw rests 
in part under the political powers of the 
Constitution vested in the Congress. 
Thus section 4 of article IV of the Con
stitution, which reads "the United States 
shall guarantee to every State in this 
Union a republican form of government" 
raises what the Court has called a ques
tion political in character and not judi
cial. What does that mean? It means 
that very broad · and wide powers are 
given to the Congress of the United S tates 
to pass legislation which in its judg
ment is necessary, and which it is em
powered to pass under the enabling sec,
tions of the Constitution, to protect, pre
serve, and perpetuate a republican form 
of government. 

I think I can hear the Supreme Court 
say it is not for the Court to dictate to 
the Congress of the United States what 
steps it should take to preserve, perpet
uate, and protect a republican form of 
government, because that is basically a 
political question which primarily vests 
in the wise judgment and discretion of 
the elected representatives of the people. 
~think I can r : ar the Court say that, if 
m the exercise of their wisdom in the leg
islative branch of government they come 
to the finding of fact that the existence 
of a poll tax endangers free suffrage in 
America, it rests within their political 
power under section 4, article 4, of the 
Constitution to pass an anti-poll-tax bill, 
and by so doing they exercise their right 
to preserve a republican form of gov
ernment. 

That is an additional premise on top 
of my premise respecting amendment 15, 
Mr. Pr esident, on which I base my argu
ment that an anti-poll-tax bill would be 
declared by the Supreme Court to be 
constitutional. It is not for the Court, 
as the precedents which I have cited 
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clearly indicate, hy way of judicial ac
tion to amend the Constitution by means 
of an interpretation, by saying that a bill 
which Congress passed to protect, pre
serve, and perpetuate a republican form 
of government is unconstitutional, be
cause if it did, then in a very real sense 
it would be substituting itself as the leg
islature, on a question which it has al
ready recognized in its decisions is polit
ical and not judicial in character. 

Of course, I do not mean that we can 
pass any sort of legislation we might 
want to pass under section 4 of article IV 
of the Constitution. I mean that on this 
subject, too, the well-established judicial 
rule of reasonableness will prevail. In 
my judgment, under this section the 
Court would have to find that the l~w we 
passed was highly capricious and arbi
trary, bearing no reasonable relationship 
whatsoever to the power granted under 
the section before it would be justified in 
declaring it to be unconstitutional. I do 
not believe that the Court coulu possibly 
so find in this instance, because, in my 
humble judgment, the existence of a poll
tax restriction on suffrage which has the 
effect, as I pointed out in the statistics 
presented last night, of disfranchising 
10,000,000 supposedly free American citi
zens is a serious threat to the perpetua
tion of a republican form of government. 
Therefore I say to my friends who are 
puzzled-and I can understand their puz
zlement-over this constitutional ques
tion, that they should reconsi{ier the 
meaning of section 4, article IV, of the 
Constitution and refresh their recollec
tions of the decisions which I have cited 
thereunder. I submit that Congress has 
the constitutional mandate, as provided 
in section 8 of article I, to "make all laws 
which shall be necessary for carrying 
into execut~on powers vested by this Con
stitution in the Government of the 
United States," to restore a republican 
form of government to the people of the 
seven poll-tax States by enacting House 
bill 29. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee, on 
October 27, 1942, in its report on House 
bill 1024, which was also an anti-poll
tax bill, practically identical with House 
bill 29, said the following in its excellent 
report on the bill: 

Can we have a republical"' form of govern
ment in any State if, within that State, a 
large portion and perhaps a majority of the 
citizens residing therein are denied the 
right to participate in governmental affairs 
because they are poor? We submit that this 
would be the result if under section 2, article 
I, of the Constitution, the proposed law is 
held to be unconstitutional. The most 
sacred right in our republican form of gov
ernment is the right to vote. It is funda
mental that that right should not be denied 
unless there are valid constitutional reasons 
therefor. It must be exercised freely by free 
men. If it is not, then we do not have a 
republican form of government. If we tax 
this fundamental right, we are taxing a Fed
eral privilege. We might just as well permit 
the States to tax Federal post offices through
out the United States. 

I say that House bill 29 is authorized 
by the fifteenth amendment to the Con
stitution. That amendment provides as 
follows: 

SECTION 1. The right o! citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State 

on account of race, color, or previous condi
tion of servitude. 

SEc. 2. The Congress shall have power to 
enforce this article . by appropriate legisla
tion. 

I pointed out in my comments last 
night that there is no doubt as to what 
the purpose was for calling the constitu
tional conventions in several of the poll
tax States at the time their constitu
tions were amended in order to put into 
them a poll-tax provision. A dis
tinguished former Member of this body, 
the beloved Carter Glass, of Virginia, in 
the speeches from which I quoted last 
night, made perfectly clear the purpose 
in Virginia. When he spoke to the con
vention in Virginia he made it very clear 
that the convention had been called to 
discriminate against approximately 146,-
000 ignorant Negroes in Virginia. We 
cannot erase the record of history, and 
that is what the record of history shows 
was the dominant motivation which pro
duced the poll-tax laws and the consti
tutional amendments in the several 
States which sought to solve the prob
lem by way of a constitutional amend
ment. 
Mr. President, with the passage of an 

anti-poll-tax bill by the Congress, and 
thereafter a direct raising of the issue 
before the United States Supreme Court 
on the question of the constitutionality 
of such legislation, I have no doubt as to 
the inescapable conclusion which the 
Court must reach; namely, that the 
power vests in the Congress of the United 
States to carry out the mandate of 
amendment XV of the Constitution: 

SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall ·not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State 
on account of race, color, or previous condi
tion of servitude. 

SEc. 2. The Congress shall have power to 
enforce this article by appropriate legisla
tion. 

I say that a thoroughly prepared case 
before the Supreme Court on the true 
meaning of amendment XV can lead to 
no other decision than the right of the 
Congress to protect national suffrage of 
free citizens from the type of restriction 
and imposition on that basic right which 
the poll taxes constitute in the States 
which have them. 

Let us take a look at the history of the 
fifteenth amendment for a moment. 
This amendment was proposed to the 
legislatures of the several States by the 
Fortieth Congress on February 26, 1869, 
following the dark days of the Civil War. 
It was declared to have been ratified 
March 30, 1870. It is not simply a co
incidence that shortly after this date the 
payment of a poll tax as a requirement 
for voting became a qualification in those 
States having a large percentage of Negro 
voters. Tennessee was the first State to 
adopt the requirement, in 1870; Virginia 
in 1875. 

I digress for a moment to emphasize 
a point which I think needs to be re
emphasized in this debate. We have 
heard a great deal from members of the 
opposition about the tax requirements 
and the property requirements which 
existed at the time the Constitution was 
adopted. But we must not lose sight of 
the fact that the adoption of poll taxes 
as a restriction on voting, designed 

definitely and with purpose to prevent 
certain people from voting, and to dis
fr;anchise them, followed the Civil War, 
subsequent to the adoption and ratifica
tion of the fifteenth amendment. They 
were adopted by the Southern States hav
ing a large numbe.r of Negro citizens as a 
way, they thought-and it has worked 
for a great many years-of getting 
around the fifteenth amendment. They 
were adopted in the hope that if and 
when the issue reached the Supreme 
Court, they might prevail under an in
terpretation of the word "qualification," 
as it is found in article I, section 2. But, 
Mr. President, as I said last night, we are 
still waiting for a case squarely on the 
nose, so that the Court clearly can inter
pret the meaning of .qualification under 
section 2, article I, in relation to the 
exercise of Federal power by the Con
gress to protect national suffrage through 
the medium of an anti-poll-tax bill. So 
I say that the issue as to the constitution
ality of such a bill cannot now be settled 
by the Supreme Court, because the Court 
must have before it a congressional 
enactment which clearly raises the ques
tion whether it infringes on the constitu
tional power in consideration of the word 
."qualification" as it appears in section 2, 
article I. I am not afraid of the result 
when the Supreme Court is given a 
chance to render a clear-cut decision on 
that issue. 

That · is why I think . that, although it 
is pertinent to discuss the border-line 
cases on this problem, which thus far 
have been passed upon by the Supreme 
Court, they are not binding or sound 
precedents on the• present issue, be
cause the only way we can obtain a 
decision on the issue is to get it before 
the Court. But it has not been before 
the Court, and we shall not get it before 
the Court until under the fifteenth 
rmendment, we, the Congress, proceed to 
carry out what I think is the clear man
date of that amendment to see to it that 
under section 2 of amendment fifteen the 
necessary laws are passed to protect all 
free citizens from ·discrimination or 
abridgement or denial of their .rights on 
the basis of race, color, or previous con
dition of servitude. 

Mr. President, I rest my argument on 
this point on the proposition that that 
is exactly what a poll tax does. It 
abridges free suffrage. It denies, on a 
discriminatory basis, on the basis of race, 
color, or creed, the right of approxi
mately 10,000,000 American citizens to 
cast a free ballot unless they meet cer
tain highly arbitrary restrictions imposed 
upon them through a poll tax. 

As I was saying, Mr. President, Ten
nessee was the first State to adopt the 
requirement, and did so in 1870; Virginia 
in 1875; Florida, 1885; Mississippi, 1890; 
Arkansas in 1892; South Carolina in 
1895; Louisiana, 1898; North Carolina, 
1900; Alabama in 1901; Texas in 1903. 
It is a long, long way from 1787 to 1903, 
Mr. President. The Georgia constitu
tions of 1865 and 1877 made the payment 
of all taxes a prereqUisite to voting in 
general elections; but in 1908 its con
stitution was amended so as to make the 
payment of the poll tax a requirement 
for voting in the · primary election also. 
'!'his statement appears in the Senate 
Judiciary· Subcommittee Hearings on 
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Senate bill 1280 in Ju y 1942, at page 253 
in the testimony of Henry H. Collins. 

Seven of the 11 States which originally 
had poll taxes still retain their poll-tax 
requirements. The Negro population of 
those States alone amounts to 5,449,186 
on the basis of the 1940 census. In round 
figures that is about one-third of the 
entire Negro population of the United 
States. 

I have already alluded to the findings 
contained in the report of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee regarding the orig
inal purpose of these poll-tax require
ments, namely, to disfranchise Negro 
citizens. I wish to quote very briefly from 
the report again, to show that these 
taxes, at their very inception, violated 
Federal statutes: 

At page 5, the report states: 
It ought to be borne in mind also that 

many, if not all, of these constitutional 
amendments in the poll-tax States are in ' 
direct conflict with the·statutes under which 
these States were readmitted to the Union 
under the act of Congress of June 26, 1870 
(16 Stat., p. 62). The provision which re-
fers to Virginia reads as follows: · 

"The constitution of Virginia shall never 
be so amended or changed as to deprive any 
citizen or class of citizens of the United 
Stat es of the right to vote, who are ·entitled 
to vote by the constitution herein recognized, 
except as punishment for ·such crimes as 
are now felonies at common law, whereof 
they have been duly convicted under laws, 
equally applicable to all the inhabitants of 
said State: Provided, That any alteration of 
said constitution, prospective in its effect, 
may be made in regard to the time and place 
of residence of voters." 

It therefore follows that these State poll · 
tax constitutional amendments were in di
rect violation of this statute and therefore 
absolutely unconstitutional. 

It seems perfectly plain that the object of 
this poll-tax provision in the State consti
tutions was not to prevent discrimination 
among the citizens but to definitely provide 
for a d iscrimination by which hundreds of 
thousands of citizens were taxed for the 
privilege of voting. 

Mr. President, the principal purpose 
behind these State poll-tax requirements 
being the disfranchisement of a large 
number of Negro citizens, which purpose 
is today still being achieved, it is sub
mitted that such poll-tax laws are vio
lative of the express language, purpose, 
and intent of the fifteenth amendment; 
and the Congress should proceed to 
eliminate these sham "qualifications" 
under the specific authority granted it 
under section 2 of the amendment "to 
enforce this article by appropriate legis
lation." James \i. Bowman <190 U. S. 
127, 137); United States v. Reese <92 
U. S. 214); Guinn v. United States (238 
u.s. 347). 

Chief Justice Marshall, in the cele
brated case of McCulloch ·against Mary
land, from which I have already quoted, 
laid down a basic principle in American 
constitutional law when he declared that 
"the power to tax is the power to 
destroy." States cannot levy or exact a 
tax on a Federal instrumentality or func
tion. Yet we have the anomalous situ
ation of State governments requiring a 
tax as a condition to exercising the 
highest and most basic right in a demo
cratic society-the right to cast a bal
lot for the President, the Vice President, 
and Members of the Congress. · 

XCIV--613 

Action by the courts is not the only 
avenue for the redress of this wrong or 
the only protection against the danger 
implicit in permitting a State to tax a 
Federal function. That Congress of its 
own initiative can enact legislation to 
safeguard and preserve the structure 
and very existence of government is a 
proposition too elementary to require 
argument. If the States under the guise 
of setting up a "qualification" for voting, 
levy a $1 tax on the right of a Federal 
elector to vote-and I have already 
shown that certain States through their 
poll-tax requirements have compelled, 
artd continue to compel, their citizens to 
spend as much as 2 percent of their 
annual income in order to vote in Federal 
elections-what is there to hinder such 
States from exacting a larger proportion, 
or, conceivably, to reduce it to the ab
surd; all the earnings of the prospec
tive voter? If there were no other con- · 
stitutional basis for the enactment of 
House bill ·29, the implied power of a 
sovereignty to :prot~ct itself from de
struction would alone afford ample con
stitutional authority and justification. 

Mr. President, I wish to turn · now to 
the group of cases about which we have 
heard so much in the very able argu
ments presented by the' Senators of the 
opposition. First, I think · the RECORD 
should ·contain at this point a very brief 
digest· of those alleged leading cases. I 
take such a digest from a report of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee,· after hav
ing checked the decisions· and read them 
very carefully and after having satisfied 
myself that the digest in fact · sets forth 
an accurate thumbnail ' sketch of the· 
decisions themselves. 
· First let us turn to Breedlove v. Sut

tles (3()2 U. S. Repts. 277), decided De
cember 6, 1937. The dates are impor
tant in this discussion, and I should like 
my colleagues to keep them in mind. 
The action was brought to · determine 
whether or not the appellees, State offi
cials, had acted unlawfully or illegally . 
in refusing to register a white man aged 
28 to vote for Federal and State officers 
at primary and general elections, for the 
reason that he had neither made poll
tax returns nor paid any taxes. The 
opinion of the Court was perfectly 
proper, in my opinion, in view of the fact 
that the appellant demanded that the 
State official qualify him to vote in a 
State election as well as a Federal elec
tion. But I think the Court arrived at 
an erroneous conclusion, because it had 
erroneously judged the nature of the 
right to vote for a Federal official. The 
Court thought the nature of the right or 
the source of the right to vote for a Fed
eral official was the State itself. Surely 
the State is not the one to grant a Federal 
privilege. The Court said: 

Privilege of voting is not deriYed from the 
United States, but is conferred by the State. 

In the second case, Pirtle v. Brown 
(C. C. A., 6th Ct., 118 Fed. Re:rts., 2d ed., 
218), decided March 8, 1941, certiorari 
was denied by the Supreme Court. 
The issue in this case was whether the 
State could condition a · right to vote 
for a Representative in Congress in an 
election, not a primary, because the cit
i~en had failed to pay a poll tax. It 

was not a State election and not a 
primary, and the citizen had qualified 
in every way except to pay the tax. 
The State levied the tax and set up the 
method of collection. It had experienced 
difficulty in getting it collected, and 
-burdened the franchise with the duty to 
pay the tax, as a method of collecting it. 
It was therefore a condition precedent 
to the exercise of the right to vote. The 
Court held that the right to vote in a 
national election is conditioned upon 
such terms as the State wants to impose, 
and, using the Breedlove case as a prece
dent, about the right conferred by the 
State, the Court-said such right was con
ferred save as restrained by the fifteenth 
and nineteenth amendments with respect 
to race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude, and other provisions of the 
Constitution. It was a unanimous opin
ion by three judges of the circuit court: 

The· gentlemen of the opposition have 
laid great stress on the Breedlove and 
Pirtle cases. If I were in their position 
and honestly believed, as I am sure they 
honestly believe, that an anti-poll-tax · 
law is unconstitutional, as a lawyer I . 
certainly would stress for all it is worth 
their argument on the Breedlove case . 
and on the case of Pirtle against Brown. 
Those cases are what I call fringe cases. 
They approach the issue in question, but 
they are not cases on all fours with the 
issue we now fact·. 

The first ~ase, as I have pointed out, 
involves a question in which a State law 
is mixed up with a Federal election. 
The second case is a court of appeals case 
relying upon the Breedlove case, even 
though the Classic case, which I shall 
shortly discuss, came in between. It was 
disposed of in what manner? By denial 
of a writ of certiorari by the Supreme 
Court. I think my lawyer friends of the 
opposition have done a masterful job in 
creating the impression in this body 
among some of my colleagues that Pirtle 
against Brown represents a decision by 
the United States Supreme Court on 
the merits of the issues involved. 
Lawyers know that reasons for denying 
certiorari rest in the bosom of the Su
preme Court. Lawyers know that it is 
a pretty weak precedent to cite, if all 
that can be cited in support of their posi
tion in a case is the fact that the Su
preme Court denied a writ of certiorari. 
I would be the last in this Chamber 
to cast any reflection to any degree 
whatever on the Supreme Court, but it 
is important that the American people 
understand the procedure of the Supreme 
Court. There are many reasons why the 
Supreme Court may deny certiorari, and 
it is generally recognized that one of the 
most common reasons is that. because the 
agenda of the Court is so large, the 
docket of the Court is so extensive, the 
mass of cases the Court is called upon 
to decide in a given term is so great, 
that the Court must follow a selective 
process. It has to meet a timetabl~. and 
very frequently-and I do not think there 
can be gny denial of this fact-it denies 
certiorari, not because it does not think 
the issues involved in a case should in 
due course of time be litigated, but be
cause the time element does not permit. 
It . follows a selective process in acting 
upon petitions for writs of certiorari. 
It is not uncommon at all to have a writ 



9720 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE AUGUST 4 
denied in one term of Court, and to have 
the identical issue involved in another 
case at the next session of the Court 
taken up by the Court by granting a writ 
in that case. Therefore I am not saying 
that Pirtle against Brown should not be 
cited by the gentlemen of the opposition; 
it should, of course, be cited. It has 
some weight in the argument. But I am 
saying that the mere fact that a writ of 
certiorari was denied in Pirtle against 
Brown does not constitute a ruling by 
the United States Supreme Court on the 
merits of the issue involved in this de
bate. There will not be a Supreme Court 
decision on the merits of·this great con
stitutional issue until a congressional act 
is before the Court in the form of an 
anti-poll-tax bill seeking to lift the re
striction upon the privilege of voting now 
imposed upon some 10,000,000 citizens by 
way of a poll tax. 

The next ·case is that of United States 
v. Classic (313 U. S. 299), decided May 
28, 1941. The gentlemen of the op
position make considerable point of the 
fact that the denial of a writ of cer
tiorari in the Pirtle case follows the 
decision in the Classic case. I do not 
think that is particularly relevant, ·be
cause the Classic case speaks for itself. 
I shall nvt claim and I do not want to 
claim too much for the Classic case. I 
may say to my good friends of the op
position, however, that as a lawyer I 
somewhat enjoyed the speed with which 
they passed over the Classic case and laid 
all the emphasis of their argument on 
the Breedlove and Pirtle cases. That is 
good lawyer technique. I understand it. 
I do not want to give any greater em
phasis to the Classic case than I honestly 
think it deserves , but I do want to say, 
and I do not think the statement can be 
denied, that so far as concerns the lan
guage of the Court in discussing the gen
eral merits of the problems before us in 
this constitutional argument, it is, in 
fact, the · last pronouncement of the 
Court on the subject, because the mere 
denial of a writ of certiorari in the Pirtle 
case did rot, in fact, involve any discus
sion on the part of the Court by way of a 
decision on the issue itself which con
fronts us. But the Classic case, like the 
Breedlove case and the Pirtle case, is still 
a border-line case, and I claim no more 
for it than that. As such, however, it is 
deserving of some attention on the part 
of my colleagues. 

In the Classic case, the charge was 
that the election officials had violated 
sections 19 and 20 of the Criminal Code 
by wilfully ordering and falsely count
ing and certifying ballots cast in a pri
mary in Louisiana for a Representative 
in Congress. 

The Court said: 
The questions for decision are whether the 

right of qualified voters to vote in the 
Louisiana primary and to have their ballots 
counted is a right "secured by the Constitu
tion" within the meaning of Sections 19 and 
20 of the Criminal Code, and whether the 
acts of the appellees charged in the indict
ment violate those sections. 

Chief Justice Stone, after citing cases, 
said: 

The right of the people to choose their 
elective officers is a right established and 
guaranteed by the Constitution, and, hence, 

is one secured by it to those citizens, in
habitants of the State, entitled to exercise· 
that right. 

He continues: 
While in a loose sense the right to vote for 

Representatives in Congress is sometimes 
spoken of as a right derived from the State-

Citing cases-
this statement is true only in the sense that 
the States are authorized by the Constitution 
to legislate on the subject as provided by sec
tion 2 of article I, to the extent that Congress 
has not restricted State action by the exer
cise of its powers to regulate elections under 
section 4, and it has some general power un
der article I, section 8, of the Constitu
tion to make all laws which shall be neces
sary and proper for carrying into execution 
the foregoing powers. Section 4 authorizes 
Congress to regulate the times, places, and 
manner of electing Representatives. 

In United States v. Mumford <16 Fed. 
223) the Court said: 

There is little regarding elections that is 
not included in the terms "times, places, and 
manner," and Congress could legislate gen
erally in respect to general elections. 

Mr. President, my good friends of the 
opposition like to talk about the language 
in the Classic case as being dictum. I do 
not share their characterization of the 
language as dictum. I shall not quibble 
about that; but, nevertheless, the lan
guage of Chief Justice Stone in the 
Classic case is the last formal pronounce
ment by way of court discussion of 
the question of the power of Congress in 
the field of national elections. The op
ponents of the anti-poll-tax bill may 
characterize it in any way they want; 
but they cannot erase it; and the Su
preme Court has not, as yet, by any spe
cific language, retracted or repudiated 
the language of Chief Justice Stone in 
the Classic case. Note to what he refers. 
Note his reference to those powers in 
section 4 of article I and in clause 8, 
section 18, of article I, which I discussed 
at some length earlier in my remarks this 
afternoon. When it comes to tracing the 
tren1 of constitutional law under a con
ception of the Constitution as a dynamic 
document, do I not think there can be any 
doubt about the fact that in the Classic 
case the Court made very clear to the 
Congress of the United States that there 
is vested in it a great residual power to 
pass legislation that will protect free suf
frage in the United States. 

I should welcome the opportunity, Mr. 
President, to stand before. the Court in 
support of the constitutionality of an 
anti-poll-tax law and discuss with the 
Court its own language in the Classic 
case. I do not think there is any way the 
Court could possibly get over, behind, or 
around that language, and I do not fear 
that the Court would revoke or reverse 
the position which it took in the famous 
Classic case. No, Mr. President, I do not 
propose in this debate to let my good 
friends of the opposition forget the 
Classic case. I know they would like to 
do it, because I know ~he language of the 
Classic case gives them great trouble in 
their thinking when they seek to sustain 
what I consider to be a fallacious propo
sition, that an anti-poll-tax bill would be 
unconstitutional. 

Let us go into the case for a moment, 
because I think it not only proper a.nd 

right but very important to have a very 
full discussion of the Classic case in this 
debate. 

On page 310 of the decision, the Chief 
Justice said: 

Article I, section 2, of the Constitution 
commands that "The House of Representa
tives shall be composed of Members chosen 
every second year by the people of the sev
eral States and the electors in each State 
shall have the qualifications requisite for 
electors of the most numerous branch of 
the State legislature." By section 4 of the 
same article, "The times, places, and man
ner of holding elections for Senators and 
Representatives shall be prescribed in each 
State by the legislature thereof; but the 
Congress may at any time by law make or 
alter such regulations except as to the places 
of choosing Senators." Such right as is se
cured by the Constitution to qualified voters 
to choose Members of the House of Repre
sentatives is thus to be exercised in con. 
formity to the requirements of State la-w, 
subject to the restrictions prescribed by sec
tion 2 and to the authority conferred on 
Congress by section 4 to regulate the times, 
places, and manner-

And manner-
of holding elections for Representatives. 

My good friends of the opposition like 
to quote the first part of that sentence, 
and then, with falling voices, skim over 

· the second part. The second part of that 
sentence also is pregnant with great con
stitutional meaning, and calls attention 
to the fact that the right discussed in 
the ·first part of the sentence is, however, 
subject to the right and authority con
ferred on Congress to regulate the times, 
places, and manner of holding elections 
for Representatives. 

On page 311 the Chief Justice said in 
the Classic case: 

Pursuant to the authority given by section 
2 of article I of the Constitution and subject 
to the legislative power of Congress under 
section 4 of article I and other pertinent 
provisions of the Constitution, the States are 
given, and in fact exercise, a wide discretion 
in the formulation of a system for the choice 
by the people of Representatives in Congress. 
In common with many other States, Loui
siana has exercised that discretion by setting 
up machinery for the effective choice of party 
candidates for Representatives in Congress 
by primary elections and by its laws it elim
inates or seriously restricts the candidacy at 
the general election of all those who are de· 
feated at the primary. All political parties, 
which are defined as those that have cast at 
least 5 percent of the total votes at speci· 
fied preceding elections, are required to nom
inate their candidates for Representatives by 
direct primary elections. (Louisiana Act No. 
46, regular session, 1940, sees. 1 and 3.) 

The primary is conducted by the State at 
public expense. (Act 46, supra, sec. 35.) 
The primary, as is the general election, is 
subject to numerous statutory regulations 
as to the time, place and manner of con
ducting the election, including provisions to 
insure that the "ballots cast at the primary 
are correctly counted, and t.he results of the 
count correctly recor~ed and certified to the 
secretary of state, whose duty it is to place 
the names of the successful candidates of 
each party on the official ballot. The sec
retary of state is prohibited from placing 
on the official ballot the name . of any per
son as a candidate for any political party 
not nominated in accordance with the pro
visions of the act. (Act 4o, sec. 1.) 

One whose name does not appear on the 
primary ballot, if otherwise eligible to be
come a candidate at the general election, 
may do so in either of two ways: by filing 
nomination r,apers with the requisite num-
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ber of signatures or by having his name "writ- . 
ten in" on the ballot on the final election. 

Then the Chief Justice proceeds to dis
cuss the Louisiana statute and corre
sponding constitutional provisions of the 
State of Louisiana. On page 313 of the 
decision the Chief Justice proceeds as 
follows: 

The right to vote for a Representative in 
Congress at the general election is, as a mat
ter of law, thus restricted to the successful 
party candidate, at the' primary, to those not 
candidates at the primary who file nomina
tion papers, and those whose names may be 
lawfully written into the ballot by th·e elec
tors. Even if, as appellees argue, contrary 
to the riecision in Serpas v. Trebucq, supra, 
voters m ay lawfully write into their ballot, 
cast at the general election, the name of a 
candidate rejected at the primary and have 
their ballots counted, the practical operation 
of the primary law in. otherwise excluding 
from the ballot on the general election the 
names of candidates rejected at the primary 
is such as to impose serious restrictio'ns upon 
the choice of candidates, by the voters, save 
by voting at the primary election. Ih fact, 
as alleged in the indictment, the- practical 
operat ion of the primary in Louisiana is and 
has · been since ·the primary election was es- ' 
tablished LQ 190.0, to secure the· election of 
Democratic primary nominee for the Second 
Congressional District of Louisiana. 

:r:nterference with the right to vote in the 
congressional primary in the Second Con
gressional District for the choice of ·Demo
cratic candidate for Congress is thus, as· a 
matter of law and in fact, an interference 
with the effective choice of the voters at the 
only stage of the electioa procedure when 
their choice is of significance, since it is at 
the only stage when such interferenc.e could 
have any practical effect on the ultimate 
result, the choice of the Congressman to , 
represent the district. The primary in 
Louisiana is an integral part of the proce
dure for the popular choice of Congressman. 
The right of qualified voters to vote at the 
congressional primary in Louisiana and to 
have their ballots counted is thus the right to 
participate in that choice. 

Then there follows language which I 
prophesy here today, Mr. President, will 
become historic legal language in this 
great fight for civil rights in the United 
States. because it is language on which 
I think a powerful argument can be 
based in the Supreme Court once we pass 
an anti-poll-tax bill. The Chief Justice 
said: 

We come then to the question whether the 
right is one secured by the Constitution. 
Section 2 of article I commands that Con
gressmen shall be chosen by the people of the 
several States by electors, the qualifications 
of which it prescribes. The right of the peo
ple to choose, whatever its appropriate con
stitutional limitations, where in other re
spects it is defined, and the mode of its exer
cise is prescribed by State action in conform
ity to the Constitution, is a right established 
and guaranteed by the Constitution, and 
hence is one secured by it to those citizens 
and inhabitants of the State entitled to exer
cise the right. • • • See Hague v. CIO (307 
U.s. 496 ), * • • giving the same interpre
tation to the like phrase "rights" "secured by 
the Const itution" appearing in section 1 of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1871. • • • While 
in a loose sense the right to vote for Repre
sentatives in Congress is sometimes spoken 
of as a right derived from the States-

Citing cases, including the Breedlove 
case; and I shall dwell on that citation 
for a moment. 

Sometimes when one picks up a United 
States Supreme Court decision and reads 

it, he knows that the Court has omitted 
reference to a very important case on the 
same subject matter which had previ
ously been decided by the Supreme Court. 
This does not happen often but it does 
happen. The reader is astounded to dis
cover that the case he is reading nowhere 
mentions the previous case. So as a 
lawyer he is puzzled; he does not know 
whether the Court has overruled the pre
vious decision or whether it thinks the 
present decision is in conformity with the 
previous decision. In such instances the 
situation presents to the lawyer advis
ing his clients a very perplexing problem. 

The Court here cites the Breedlove 
case, the case on' which th.e opposition 
lays so much emphasis, showing perfect
ly clearly that the Chief Justice had in 
mind the Breedlove case when he enun
ciated what I say is historic legal lan
guage, because ·immediately after citing 
the Breedlove case the Chief Justice said: 

This statement is true only in the sense 
that the States are authorized by the Con
stftution, to legislatP. on the subje.ct as pro
vided by section 2 of article I, to the extent 
that Congress has not restricted State action 
by the exercise of -its powers to regulate elec
tions under section 4 and its more general 
power under article I, section 8, clause 18 of 
the Constitution "to make all laws which 
shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the foregoing powers." 

· Citing cases. No one can argue with 
me as to whether or not the Supreme 
Court was cognizant · of the Breedlove 
case when the Chief Justice wrote that 
historic language;- Of .course he was 
cognizant of it. He cited it. I think he 
made just as clear in that language as 
he could that the States are not free, 
under the sham of qualification, to pass 
any law restricting the right of suffrage 
they may want to pass. On the con
trary, I think the Classic case is ample 
legal precedent for supporting the argu
~ent until such time as the Supreme 
Court rules directly on the . issue when 
it comes to decide an anti-poll-tax law 
passed by the Congress, that the right of 
the State under article I, section 2, is sub
ject to the restrictive rights of the Con
gress in section 4 and in section 8 of 
article I. 

I go further, Mr. President, and say 
that it is perfectly clear that this decision 
can ·be cited in support of the prop
osition that the right of the . State 
under article I, section 2, of the Consti
tution, insofar as qualification is con
cerned, must be exercised in conformance . 
with and subject to the .right . of Con
gress to pass legislation under the other 
enabling clauses of the Constitution, 
including amendment 15, protecting 
the right of suffrage of free Americans 
from the type of restriction that clearly 
impinges upon a free ballot box by way 
of a poll tax. 

Senators were talking last night about 
shooting away at my argument. Shoot 
all they will, Mr. President, they can
not erase from the Classic case that lan
guage of the Supreme Court. Shoot all 
they will, they cannot cite language from 
the Supreme Court in a case that retracts 
the language of the Classic case. 

From the standpoint of a legal argu
ment, the only attempt they made-and 
I respectfuly submit it must be classified 
by lawyers as a feeble attempt-was to 

cite denial of a writ of certiorari in the 
Pirtle case. I do not know, and no one 
else knows, all the factors that entered 
into the denial of that writ of certiorari. 
Lawyers who are familiar with the pro
cedure of the United States Supreme 
Court know that the Court does not have 
to give any reason for denying certiorari. 
As we lawyers say, their reasons rest in 
their own bosoms. 

We know it was not so many years ago 
that the Supreme Court was under severe 
attacl~ because of the long delay in dis
posing of its docket. And again I offer 
no disrespect to the Court when I point 
out that it is a fact that the denial of 
writs of certiorari following the public 
discussion of the condition of the docket 
of the Supreme Court increased at a 
very rapid rate. There are those who 
are of the opinion that the Court, after , 
that criticism, exercised to a greater ex
tent its selective powers in determining 
what cases it would pass upon in a- given 
term of court, and denied writs of cer
tiorari, possibly as a means of speeding 
up action on its docket. At . least the . 
fact remains that we do not know in a 
given case, in the absence of any ex- . 
planation of the Court, the reasons be
hind a denial of a writ of certiorari, be- , 
cause frequently all we read is ''writ 
denied." 

So I say, there stands the language · 
of the Chief Justice ·of the United States · 
Supreme Court in the Classic case, and 
I think it is rich with constitutional 
meaning when we apply it to the consti
tutional problem before us. 

The Chief Justice proceeds. on page 
315 to say: 

Obviously included within the right to 
choose, secured by the Constitution, is the 
right of qualified voters _within a State to 
cast their ballots and have them counted at 
congressional elections. The Court has con
sistently held that this is a right secured 
by the Constitution. 

Citing cases. 
And since the constitutional command is 

without restriction or limitation, the right, 
unlike those guaranteed by the fourteenth 
and fifteenth amendments, is secured against 
the action of individuals as well as of States. 

Citing cases. 
But we are now concerned with the ques

tion whether the right to choose at a primary 
election, a candidate for election as Repre
sentative, is embraced in the right to choose 
Representatives secured by article I, sec
tic:in 2. We may assume that the framers 
of the Constitution, in adopting that section, 
did · not have specifically in ·mind the selec
tion and elimination of candidates for Con
gress by the direct primary any more than 
they contemplated the application of the 
commerce clause to interstate telephone, 
telegraph, and wireless communication, 
which are concededly within it. 

But in determining .whether a provision 
of the Constitution applies to a new subject 
matter, it is of little significance that it is 
one with which the framers were not familiar. 
For in setting up an enduring framework of 
government they undertook to carry out for 
the indefinite future and in all the vicissi
tudes of the changing affairs of men, those 
fundamental purposes which the instrument 
itself discloses . Hence we read its words, not 
as we read legislative codes which are sub
ject to continuous revision with the chang
ing course of events, but as the revelation 
of the great purposes which were intended 
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to be achieved by the Constitution as a con
tinuing instrument of government. 

Citing cases. 
That the free choice by the people of rep

resentatives in Congress, subject only to the 
restrictions to be found in sections 2 and 4 
of article I and elsewhere in the Constitu
tion, was one of the great purposes of our 
constitutional scheme of government can
not be doubted. 

That is the third time in his decision 
the Chief Justice points out these re
strictions over and above the rights 
granted in section 2, article I. In his 
decision the Chief Justice constantly re
fers to the powers of congressional re
striction found elsewhere in the Consti
tution, including section 4 and section 8, 
making very clear that section 2, article I, 
is in fact in the form of words of limita
tion, as we lawyers say. They are sub
ject to the modifications and restrictions 
of language qualifying them, to be found 
elsewhere in the Constitution. They do 
not confer a blanket right, nor the power 
to set up any so-called qualification the 
State wants to; but it is clear in itself, 
it seems to me, that section 2, article I, 
must be administered by the States in 
conformance with the other restrictive 
clauses of the Constitution, such as 
amendment 15, which give clear power 
to the Congress of the United States to 
pass legislation that will protect suffrage 
in national elections. 

So the Chief Justice says: 
Subject only to the restrictions to be found 

in sections 2 and 4 of article I, and else
where in the Constitution, was one of the 
great purposes of our constitutional scheme 
of government cannot be doubted. We can
not regard it as any the less constitutional 
purpose, or its words as any the less guar
ant~eing the integrity of that choice, when 
a State, exercising its privilege in the ab
sence of congressional action-

Have we heard the gentlemen of the 
opposition stress that sentence, Mr. Pres
ident? I cannot find a word in their 
speeches about the importance of that 
sentence. According to my sights on this 
constitutional question it is very impor
tant language. Let me repeat it. 

We cannot regard it as any the less the con
stitutional purpose, or its words as any the 

· less guaranteeing the integrity of that choice, 
when a State, exercising its privilege in the 
absence of congressional action, changes the 
mode ot: choice from a single step, a. general 
election, to two, of which the first is the 
choice at a primary of those candidates from 
whom, as a second step, the representative in 
Congress is to be chosen at the e~ection. 

Nor can we say that that choice which the 
Constitution protects is restricted to the sec
ond step because section 4 of article I, as a 
means of securing a free choice of represent
atives by the people, has authorized Con
gress to regulate the manner of election, 
without making any mention of primary
elections. For we think that the authority 
of Congress, given by ·section 4, includes the 
authority to regulate primary elections when, 
as in this case, they are a step in the exercise 
by the people of their choice of representa
tives in Congress. 

L~t those of the opposition try to erase 
that language from the Supreme Court 
decision. That is the last language which 
the Supreme Court has handed down on 
the power of Congress under section 4 of 
article I of the Constitution. That lan
guage is not changed by denial of a writ 

of certiorari in the Pirtle case. That 
language is clear notice to the Congress 
of the United States that section 4 of 
article I is wealthy in power so far as the 
right of Congress to take action in pro
tecting the people of the United States in 
their right of suffrage is concerned. Dic
tum, is it, Mr. President? Squarely on 
the nose is that language as to Federal 
power over primary elections in States, 
which was one of the questions raised in 
the Classic case. 

The language which I have just read 
. has no semblance of dictum. It is deci
sive language, bearing upon congres
sional power under section 4 of article I. 
A part of my constitutional argument in 
support of the constitutionality of anti
poll-tax legislation is based upon my con
tention that, under section 4, Congress 
has the power vested in it to take the 
steps necessary to protect national suf
frage, which is being imposed upon by 
poll-tax restrictions under the sham and 
guise of qualifications in accordance with 
section 2, article I. 

I am not worried about what the Su
preme Court will say on this constitu
tional question, if the opposition will 
let us get a case before the Supreme 
Court based upon an actual congres
sional act prohibiting poll taxes. I think 
that is a fair proposition. I do not mean 
that they should vote for an anti-poll
tax bill if they do not believe it to be 
constitutional, but I do mean that I think 
it is fair, after they have had their say 
on their point of view concerning the 
constitutionality of such legislation, that 
they give the rest of us, who sincerely 
believe that it is constitutional, the op
portunity to pass it through the Senate 
and an opportunity then to start it on its 
way, in accordance with our system of 
checks and balances in government, to 
the Supreme Court for final decision. 

I do not interpret motives, nor do I 
assign motives. I simply wish to say 
that I do not see how there is any escap
ing the fact that there are many oppo
nents of anti-poll-tax legislation who 
are not very anxious to have a bill get 
before the Supreme Court, in view of the 
language of the Classic case. I have a 
hunch-and one cannot be blamed for 
having hunches-that there are a good 
many opponents ·of anti-poll-tax legis
lation who have grave doubt as to 
whether or not their arguments as to the 
alleged unconstitutionality of such legis
lation would survive a Supreme Court 
test, in view of the language of the 
Classic case. 

The Chief Justice went on, on page 
317 in the decision, to say: 

The point whether the power conferred 
by section 4 includes in any circumstances 
the power to regulate primary elections was 
reserved in United States v. Grad well, supra, 
487. In Newberry v. United States, supra, 
four Justices of this Court were of opinion 
that the term "elections" in section 4 of 
article I did not embrace a primary elec
tion, since that procedure was unknown to 
the framers. A fifth Justice, who with them 
pronounced the judgment of the Court, was 
of opinion that a primary, held under a. law 
enacted pefore the adoption of the seven
teenth amendment, for the nomination o! 
candidates for Senator, was not an election, 
within the meaning o! section 4 of article I 
of the Constitution, presumably because the 
choice of the primary Imposed no legal re-

strictions on the election of Senators by the 
State legislatures to which their election 
had been committed by article I, section 3. 
The remaining four Justk:es were of the 
opinion that a primary election for the 
choice of candidates for Senator or Repre
sentative were elections subject to regula
tion by Congress within the meaning of 
section 4 of article I. The question then 
has not been prejudged by any decision of 
this Court. 

To decide it we turn to the words of the 
Constitution read in their historical setting 
as revealing the purpose of its framers, and 
search for admissible meanings of its words 
which, in the circumstances of their applica
tion, will effectuate those purposes. As we 
have said, a dominant purpose of section 2, 
so far as the selection of representatives :n 
Congress is concerned, was to secure' to the 
people the right to choose representatives by 
the designated electors, that is to say, by 
some form of election. Compare the seven
teenth amendment as to popular election 
of Senators. From time immemorial an 
election to public office has been in point of 
substance no more and no less than the 
expression by qualified electors of their 
choice of candidates. 

Long hefore the adoption o! the Constitu
tion the form and mode of that expression 
had changed from time to time. There is 
no historical warrant for supposing that the 
framers were under the illusion that the 
method of effecting the choice of the electors 
would never change or that, if it d·id, the 
change was for that reason to be permitted 
to· defeat the right of the people to choose 
representatives for Congress which the Con
stitution bad guaranteed. The right to par
ticipate in the choice of representatives for 
Congress includes, as we have said, the right 
to cast a ballot and to have it counted at the 
general election, whether for the successful 
candidate or not. Where the State law· has 
made the primary an integral part of the 
procedure of choice, or where in !act the 
primary effectively controls the choice, the 
right of the elector to have his ballot counted 
at the primary is likewise included in the 
right protected by article I, section 2. And 
this right of participation is protected just 
as is the rig~t to vote at the election, where 
the primary is by law made an integral part 
of the election machinery, whether the voter 
exercises his right in a party primary which 
i-nvariably, sometimes or never determines 
the ultimate choice of the representative. 
Her~. even apart from the circum~ttance that 
the Louisiana primary is made by law an 
integral part of the procedure of choice, the 
right to choose a representative is in fact 
controlled by the primary because, as is 
alleged in the indictment, the choice of 
candidates .at the Democratic primary de
termines the choice of the elected representa
tive. Moreover, we cannot close our eyes to 
the fact, already mentioned, that the practi
cal influence of the choice of candidates at 
the primary ¥lay be so great as to affect 
profoundly the choice at the general election, 
even though there is no effective legal prohi
bition upon the rejection at the election of 
the choice made at the primary, and may 
thus operate to deprive the voter of his 
constitutional right of choice. 

This was noted and extensively commented 
upon by the concurring Justices in Newberry 
v. United States, supra, 263-269, 285, 287. 

Unless the constitutional protection of 
the integrity of elections extends to pri
mary ·elections, Congress is left powerless to 
effect the constitutional purpose. 

Note that, Mr. President, because we 
must not forget that many of the same 
arguments we have been hearing in oppo
sition to congressional interference, so
called, with State election laws as they 
relate to poll taxes were made in an 
attempt to prevent Federal interference, 
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so-called, into primary elections. That 
is why this decision of Chief Justice 
Stone is, in my judgment, so applicable 
to the issue before us. Of course, it is 
a fringe case, a borderline case; but, 
nevertheless, it deals with the interpre
tation of congn:!ssional power over elec
tions, and it recognizes the right of Con
gress to take a look into procedures that 
involve primary elections, because the 
primary elections so frequently deter
mine who the final congressional repre
sentative shall be. So Mr. Chief Jus
tice Stone says: 

Unless the constitutional protection of the 
in t egrity of elections extends to primary 
elections, Congress is left powerless to effect 
the constitutional purpose, and the popular 
choice of representatives is stripped of its 
constitutional prot ection save only as Con
gress, by taking over the control of State 
elections, may exclude from them the in
fluence of the State primaries. Such an 
expedient would end that State autonomy 
with respect to elections which the Consti
tution contemplated that Congress should 
be free to leave undisturbed, subject only to 
such minimum regulation as it should find 
necessary to insure the freedom and integ
rity of the choice. 

What do you suppose, Mr. President, 
he means by the use of the words "free
dom and integrity of choice"? I think 
they, at least, are a peg on which to hang 
an argument that, after all, we do not 
have freedom of choice and we cannot 
have integrity of choice;- either, when 
10,000,000 people find · themselves re
stricted as to their freedom to exercise 
a free ballot. 

Mr. Chief Justice Stone further said: 
Words, especially those of a Constitution, 

are not to be read with such stultifying nar
rowness. The words of sections 2 and 4 of 
article I , read in the sense whic::... is plainly 
permissible and in the light of the consti
tutional purpose, require us to hold that a 
primary election which involves a necessary 
step in the choice of candidates for election 
as representatives in Congress, and which 
in the circumstances of this case controls 
that choice, is an election within the mean
ing of the constitutional provision and is 
subject to congressional regulation as to the 
ma:mer of holding it. 

I agree that this case deals with a pri
mary election problem. But I also con
tend that it deals with the inherent 
powe': cf the Congress, under section 4 of 
article I and under the fifteenth amend
ment, to step in and see to it that the 
necessary regulations are imposed by 
Congress to protect free suffrage in any 
instance in which a State adopts a 
method or manner of conducting elec
tions which impinges or infringes upon 
the rights guaranteed by the Constitu
tion as to elections. I do not think we 
can get away from that point. There is 
no reversal of that language of the Chief 
Justice , and it is not dictum. Its lan
guage bears directly upon the issue in
volved in this case. 

Chief Justice Stone further said: 
Not on ly does section 4 of article I author

ize Congress to regulate the manner of hold
ing elections, but ~JY article I, section 8, clause 
18, Congress is given authority "to make all 
laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into execution the foregoing powers 
and all ot her powers vested by this Consti
tution in the Government of the United 
States or in any department or officer there-

of." This provision leaves to the Congress 
the choice of means by which its const itu
tional powers are ~o be carried into execution. 

That cannot be erased, and I know 
of no reversal or retraction of that lan
guage. In my judgment, it is a clear 
notice upon the Congress that this de
cision by the United States Supreme 
Court recognizes the power, as I have 
argued in this debate, of the Congress to 
enact legislation which will protect the 
suffrage of free citizens; and it seems to 
me it recognizes by a clear, logical appli
cation· of the language of the Court to 
article I, section 2, that that section con
tains words of limitation subject to the 
powers of the Congress over elections, 
vested elsewhere in the Constitution. 
That is a part of the very heart of the 
argument I am trying to make clear. It 

· is a part of the very basis of the argu
ment I would urge upon the Supreme 
Court if I were pleading the constitution
ality of an anti-poll-tax bill before that 
Court. I think the Court would recog
nize the applicability of that language to 
the constitutional issue before us. 

So I repeat for purposes of emphasis 
that Chief Justice Stone said: 

This provision leaves to the Congress the 
choice of means · by which its constitutional 
powers are to be carried into ·execution. Let 
the end be le£;-itimate; let it be within the 
scope of · the Constitution, and all means 
which are appropriate, which are plainly 
adapted to that end, which are not pro
hibited, but consist with the letter and spirit 
of the Constitution, are constitutional. Mc
Culloch v. Maryland (4 Wheat. 316, 421). 
That principle has been consistently adhered 
to and liberally applied, and extends to the 
congressional power by appropriate legisla
tion to safeguard the right of choice by the 
people of representatives in Congress, secured 
by section 2 of article I. 

Mr. President, I think the excerpts I 
have read from the opinion of Chief 
Justice Stone in the famous Classic case 
lay the basic framework and foundation 
for my argument that the word quali
fication in section 2, article I, is a word 
of limitation, subject to the powers over 
elections 'given to the Congress in sec
tions 4 and 8 of article I and also in th~ 
fifteenth amendment. 

But in the Classic case there is a dis
senting opinion, not dealing with the 
particular points I have been stressing. 
The dissenting opinion is by Mr. Justice 
Douglas. 

There is certain language in the dis
senting opinion which I think is worthy 
of notice in this debate, recognizing, as I 
do, of course, that it is the language of 
a dissenting opinion. The lawyers in the 
Senate Chamber know that the history 
of constitutional law in this country is 
one containing many pages which dis
close that the dissenting opinions of one 
decade frequently become the majority 
opinions of succeeding ,.decades. There
fore, I think this point of view, at least, 
of Mr. Justice Douglas as set forth in his 
opinion in the Classic case should be 
made a part of my remarks. At page 
330 of that case, he said: 

The important consideration is that the 
Constitution should be interpreted broadly 
so as to give to the representatives of a free 
people abundant power to deal with all the 
exigencies of the electoral process. It means 
that the Constitution should be read so as 
to give Congress an expansive implied power 

to place beyond the pale, acts which, in 
their direct or indirect effect, impair the 
integrity of congressional elections. For 
when corruption enters, the election is no 
longer free, the choice of the people is af
fected. To hold that Congress is powerless 
to control these primaries would indeed be 
a narrow construction of the Constitution, 
inconsistent with the view that that instru
ment of government was designed not only 
for contemporary needs but for the vicissi
tudes of time. 

So I agree with most of the views ex
pressed in the opinion of the Court. And it 
is with diffidence that I dissent from the 
result there reached. 

The disagreement centers on the meaning 
of section 19 of the Criminal Code, which 
protects every right secured by the Consti
tution. The right to vote at a final congres
sional election and the right to have one's 
vote counted in such an election have been 
held to be protected by section 19 (Ex pa1·te 
Yarbmugh, supra; . United States v. Mosley 
(238 U. S. 383)). Yet I do r..ot think that the 
principl::s of those cases should be, or prop
erly can be, extended to primary elections. 
To sustain this indictment we must so ex
tend them. But when we do, we enter 
perilous terri tory. 

We enter perilous territory because, as 
stated in United States v. Gradwell (243 U.S. 
476, 485), there is no common-law offense 
against the United States; "the legislative 
authority of the Union must make an act a · 
crime, affix a punishment to it, and declare 
the court that shall have Jurisdiction of the 
offense" (United States v. Hudson ( 7 Cranch 
32, 34)"). 

Thus he proceeded to dissent on the 
ground of a difference with the majority 
over an application of section 19 of the 
Criminal Code, but not on the broad 
principles laid down by the Chief Jus
tice, which I have cited at considerable 
length, in regard to the powers of Con
gress in respect to national elections. 

There are other cases I intended to dis
cuss and other authorities to which I 
contemplated referring, but I have spoken 
at much greater length than I had any 
thought I would when I started this dis
cussion. I have laid down at least the 
major premises on which I rest my con
stitutional argument. With the permis
sion of the Senate, rather than take the 
time of the Senate to cite the further 
authorities, I ask to insert as part of my 
remarks certain material which I shall 
describe. 

Flrst, for review purposes, I should 
like to have inserted at this point in my 
remarks the digests to which I have re
ferred, dealing with the Breedlove_ case, 
the Pirtle case, the Classic case, and the 
Edwards case, the so-called California 
"Okie" case. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BALD
WIN in the chair) . Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the digests 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONSTITUTIONALITY 

1. Br eedlove v. Suttles (302 U. S . 277), de
cided December 6, 1937: This action was 
brought to determine whether or not the 
appellees, the State officials, had acted un
lawfully or illegally by refusing to register a 
white man aged 28 for voting for Federal 
and State officers at primary and general elec
tions because he had made neither poll-tax 
returns nor paid any poll taxes. The opin
ion of the Court was perfectly proper in 
view of the fact that the appellant demanded 
the State official to qualify him to vote in a 
State election as well as a Federal election. 
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The Court arrived at this erroneous con

clusion because it had erroneously judged the 
nature of the right to vote for Federal offi
cials. The Court thought the nature of the 
right or the source of the right for a Federal 
official was the State itself. Surely, the State 
is not the one to grant a Federal privilege. 
The Court said "Privilege of voting is not 
derived from the United States, but is con
ferred by the State." 

2. Pirtle v. Brown (<.-. C. A., 6th Ct. (118 
Fed. (2d) 218)), decided March 8, 1941, and 
certiorari denied by the Supreme Court: 
The issue in this case was whether the 
State could condition a right to vote for 
a Congressman in an election, not a pri
mary, because the citizen had not com
plied, or had failed to pay a poll tax. It was 
not a State election and not a primary and 
the citizen had qualified in every way except 
pay the tax. The State levied the tax and set 
up the method of collection, having had diffi
culty in getting it collected, they burdened 
the franchise with the duty to pay the tax, 
as a method of collecting. It was therefore a 
condition precedent to the exercise of the 
right to vote. The court held that the right 
to vote in a national election is conditioned 
on such terms as the State wants to impose, 
and using the Breedlove case as a precedent 
about the right conferred by the State, said 
such right was conferred save as restrained by 
the fifteenth and nineteenth amendments on 
race, color, or-previous condition of servitude 
and other provisions . of the Constitution. 
(Unanimous opinion of three judges.) 

3. United States v. Classic (313 U.S. 299), , 
decided May 28, 1941 : In this case the charge 
was that election officials had violated sec
tions 19 and 20 of the Criminal Code by wil
fully altering and falsely counting and certi
fying the ballots cast in a primary in Louisi
ana for a Representative of Congress. The 
questions for decision -_vere whether the 
rights of qualified voters to vote in Louisiana 
and to have their ballots counted is a right 
secured by the Constitution and whether the 
appellees violated the sections of the code. 
Stone said, after citing cases going back to Ex 
parte Yarbrough (110 U. S. 651) that the 
right of the people to choose their elective 
officers is a right "established and guaranteed 
by the Constitution and hence is one secured 
by it to those citizens and inhabitants of the 
State entitled to exercise the right." 

He continued: "While, in a loose sense, the 
right to vote for Representatives in Con
gress is sometimes spoken of as a right de
rived from the States (cites cases), this state
ment is true only in the sense that the States 
are authorized by the Constitution to legis
late on the subject as provided by section 2 
of article I, to the extent that Congress has 
not restricted State action by the exercise 
of its powers to regulate elections under sec
tion 4 and its more general power under ar
ticle !,- section 8, clause 18, of the Constitu
tion, 'to make all laws which shall be neces
sary and proper for carrying into execution 
the -foregoing powers.'" 

Section 4 authorizes Congress to regulate 
the times, places, and manner of electing 
representatives in United States v. Mumford 
(16 Fed. 223, C. C., Virginia, 1883). 

The Court said there is little regarding an 
election that is not included in the terms 
"time," "place," and "manner" and that Con
gress could legislate generally in respect to 
general elections. 

In the Classic case, Justice Douglas went 
further on to say: "The important consider
ation is that the Constitution should be in
terpreted broadly so as to give the repre
sentatives of a free people abundant power 
to deal with all the exigencies of the elec
toral process. It means that the Constitu
tion should be read so as to give Congress 
an expansive implied power to put beyond 
the pale, acts which in their direct or in
direct effect, impair the integrity of con
gressional elections. 

In the California "Okie" case, Justice Jack
son in a concurring opinion (Edwards v. 
California (314 U. S. 181) ) : "We should say 
now, and in no uncertain terms that a man's 
mere property status, without more, cannot 
be used by a State to test, qualify, or limit 
his rights &s a citizen of the United States.'' 

The Breedlove case does not distinguish 
between rights of citizens as State or Federal 
electors, and the Pittle case is an effort to 
strike down the poll-tax restriction in Fed
eral elections by judicial reasoning without 
the exercise of Congress of its power to regu
late such elections. 

In the Classic case Douglas went on•to say 
that sections 2 and 4 of article I are an 
arsenal of power ample to protect con
gressional elections from any _and all forms 
of pollution. 

Mr. MORSE. Then, after only a brief 
mention of it, I shall ask shortly to have 
inserted in the RECORD certain argu
ments in support of the constitutionality 
of the anti-poll-tax bill as submitted by 
some unquestionably outstanding au
thorities on constitutional law, in a 
memorandum entitled "The Case for the 
Constitutionality of the Pepper Anti
Poll-Tax Bill." I am not offering it as 
yet. I want first to describe it, if I may. 
The introduction of the pamphlet reads 
as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

Too often constitutional questions are 
raised simply to obstruct or delay. · In con
sequence many laymen have come to regard 
them with impatience as the occasion for a 
lawyer's game of matching precedents with 
little relation to actualities. When those 
who diEcuss such questions remember that 
the Constitution primarily embodies great 
principles of government, that it is indeed 
"a charter and not a document," constitu
tional issues assume a new importance. To· 
discuss them in the light of history and 
political philosophy as well as of the law as 
formulated by the courts results not only in 
a more just understanding of the particular 
issue but also in a quickened sense of the 
meaning and value of our scheme of gov
ernment. Such a discussion is of value to 
lawyers and laymen alike. 

It is in the spirit of broad statesmanship 
that the supporters of the constitutionality 
of the Pepper anti-poll-tax bill have dis
cussed the specific constitutional questions 
propounded to them by the Senate commit
tee in charge of that bill. These questions 
are framed in narrow terms, but no satisfac
tory answer could be found without consid
eration of the history of the Constitution and 
the political philosophy of its founders. 

The Pepper bill itself (S. 1280), the con
stitutional questions posed by the commitee, 
and the three principal statements in answer 
to those questions are printed in this pam
phlet. The first statement is a memoran
dum, purposely brief, signed by 10 outstand
ing legal scholars, 6 of them connected with 
the poll-tax States either by birth and edu
cation or by recent affiliation. These signers 
are George Gordon Battle, of North Carolina 
and Virginia, long the leading southern mem
ber of the New York bar; Walton Hamilton, 
of Tennessee, now professor of constitutional 
law in the Yale Law School; Myres McDougal, 
of Mississippi, also of the Yale Law School; 
Leon Greene, of Louisiana and Texas, now 
dean of Northwestern University Law School; 
Robert K. Wettach and M. T. Van Heeke, 
dean and ex-dean of the law school of the 
University of North Carolina; Lloyd K. Gar
rison, dean of Wisconsin Law School; Charles 
Bunn, of the Wisconsin Law School faculty; 
Walter Gellorn, of Columbia University Law 
School; and Edwin Borchard, specialist in 
public law and professor in the Yale Law 
School. 

The statement of Irving Brant is that of an 
outstanding student of the Constitution, 
who is also a political philosopher. Mr. 
Brant is the author of Storm Over the Con
stitution. 

Mr. Morrison, the author of the third state
ment, has long been professor of constitu
tional law in TUlane University, and is now 
a practicing lawyer in New Orleans. Like 
Mr. Brant, he makes use of constitutional 
history in his statement, but uses it as the 
constitutional lawyer rather than the politi
cal philosopher. Because his statement will 
appear in full in the Lawyers Guild Qt·_ar
terly it has been somewhat abridged for 
printing in this pamphlet, but no alteration 
of the meaning has been made. 

These three statements all reach the same 
conclusion, but their authors travel different 
roads, and so their arguments supplement 
and strengthen each other. They constitute 
an important contribution to the under
standing of the meaning of the Constitution, 
and of the plan of our forefathers in estab
lishing a republican form of government. 

These statements are in answer to a 
series of questions which the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY J, then chairman of a sub
committee of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, propounded at the Judiciary 
Committee hearings on the so-called 
Pepper anti-poll-tax bill. I simply want 
to read the questions, because they show 
that the papers presented in answer to 
the questions bear directly on the great 
issue of this debate; namely, the consti
tutionality or unconstitutionality of the 
anti-poll-tax bill. 

The first questio~1 the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] propounded 
to these gentlemen was this: 

Whether or not the drafters of the Consti
tution adopted, for the Federal election of 
the House of Representatives, the qualifica
tions that might be laid down, whatever they 
were, by the legislatures of·the several States. 

The second query was: 
Does this section recognize the right of the 

separate States to fix the qualifications of 
the electors by failure to make any reference 
whatsoever to those qualifications? 

The third query was: 
Does this justify the inference that again 

the right to fix the qualifications of the 
voters is a State right? 

The next query wa~: 
Is this not tantamount to acknowledg

ment by the Congress and by the States, 
when the nineteenth amendment was sub
mitted and approved, that the fourteenth 
amendment did not prohibit the States from 
denying or abridging the right to vote? 

And then, the next question that arises 
is, whether since there are only eight States 
which now have the poll-tax requirement, 
the object sought by this bill might not 
more effectively be attained by a constitu
tional amendment which should provide 
that the right of citizens of the United 
States to vote shall not be denied or abridged . 
by the United States or any State on account 
of any property qualification or poll-tax re
r:uirement? 

Mr. President, these legal scholars, 
recognized authorities in the field of con
stitutional law, wrote answers, in the 
three memoranda which comprise this 
pamphlet, to the questions which the 
Senator from Wyoming put to them, and 
I ask unanimous consent to have the 
contents of the pamphlet printed at this 
point in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks. 
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There being no objection, the pam. 

phlet was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE CASE FOR THE CoNSTITUTIONALITY OF THE 

PEPPER ANTI-POLL-TAX BILL 
[77th Cong., 1st sess.; S. 1280; in the Senate 

of t h e United States, March 31, 1941, Mr. 
PEPPER introduced the following bill; which 
was read t wice and referred to the Com
""l.ittee on th~ Judiciary) 

A bill concerning the qualification of voters 
or elect ors wit hin the meaning of section.. 
2, article I, of the Constitution, making_ 
unlawful the requirement for the payment 
of a poll t ax as a prerequisite to voting in 
a primary or general election for national 
offices 
Whereas the requirements in many juris-· 

dictions that a poll t ax be paid as a pre
requisite for voting or registering to vote at 
primaries or elections for President, Vice 
President, electors for President. or Vice Pres
ident, or for Senator or Member of the House 
of Representatives, have deprived many ci_ti
zens of the right and privilege of voting as 
guaranteed to them under the Constitution, 
and have been detr-imental to the integrity 
of the ballot in that frequently such taxes 
have been paid for the voters by other per
sons as an inducement for voting for certain 
candidates; and 

Whereas these requirements have no rea
sonable relation to the residence, intelligence, 
ability, character [education, maturity, com
munity-consciousness, freedom from crime), 
or other qualifications of voters; and 

Whereas such requirements deprive many 
citizens of the right and privilege of vot ing 
for national officers, and cause, induce, and 
abet practices ancl methods in respect to the 
holding of primaries and elections detri
mental to the proper selection of persons for 
n at ional offices: Now therefore 

Be it enacted, etc., That the requirement 
that a poll tax be paid as a prerequisite to 
voting or registering to vote at primaries or 
elections for President, Vice President, elec
tors for President or Vice President, or for 
Senator or Member of the House of Repre
sentatives, is not and shall not be deemed 
a qualification of voters or electors voting 
or registering to vote at primaries or elections 
for said offices, within the meaning of sec
tion 2 of article I, of the Constitution, but 
is and shall be deemed an interference with 
the manner of holding primaries and elec
tions for said national offices and a tax upon 
the right or privilege of voting for ' said na
tional offices. 

SEc. 2. It shall be unlawful for any State, 
municipality, or other government or gov· 
ernmental subdivision to prevent any person 
from voting or registering to vote in any 
primary or election for President, Vice Pres
ident, electors for President or Vice Pres
ident, or for Senator or Member of the House 
of Representatives, on the ground that such 
person has not paid a polf tax, and any 
such requirement shall be invalid and void 
insofar as it purports to disqualify any per
son otherwise qualified to vote in such pri
mary or election. No State, municipality, 
or other government or governmental sub
division shall levy a poll tax or any other 
tax on the right or privilege of voting in 
such primary or election, and any such tax 
shall be invalid and void insofar as it pur
ports to disqualify any person otherwise 
qualified from voting at such primary or 
election. 

SEc. 3. It shall be unlawful for any State, 
municipality, or other government or gov
ernmental subdivision to interfere with the 
manner of selecting persons for national of
fice by requiring the payment of a poll tax 
as a prerequisite for voting or registering to 
vote in any primary or election for President, 
Vice President, electors for President or Vice 
President, or for Senator or Member of the 
House of Representatives, and any such re
quirement shall b~ invalid and void. 

SEc. 4. It shall be unlawful for any per
son, whether or not acting under the cover 
of authority of the laws of any State or sub
division thereof, to require the payment of a 
poll tax as a prerequisite for voting or regis
tering to vote in any primary or election for 
President, Vice President, electors for Presi
dent or Vice President, or · for Senator or 
Member of the House of Representatives. 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE.- OF THE' 

COMMITrEE ON THE""JUDICIXRY, 
Washington, D. C., MaTch 13, 1942. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. The.fact·that you have 
presented this memorandum on_ the consti
tutional question, and the fact that I have 
discussed this matter on numerous occasions_ 
with Senator PEPPER, the sponsor of the bill, 
prompts me to take advantage of this op
portunity to pose the constitutional ques- 
tions that seem to appear to some of the 
members of the -committee, in the hope that 
those witnesses who, hereafter, undertake to 
t~stify upon constitutional questions, w1ll 
endeavor to answer these questions. 

Now, the bill, itself, shows on its face a 
question of the interpretation of section 2, 
article I, which has arisen in the minds of 
the sponsors, as well as in the minds of the 
committee. Now, this provision of the Con
stitution reads as follows: 

"The House of Representatives shall be 
composed of Members chosen every second 
year by the people of the several States and 
the electors in each State shall have · the 
qualifications requisite for electors of the 
most numerous branch of the State legis
lature." 

It is obvious, from the language, that the · 
drafters of the Constitution, in providing 
in this clause the qualification of those who 
should choose the Members of the House of 
Representatives, ::;aid, in so many words, that 
these electors should have t h e qualifications 
requisite for the elector of the most numer
ous branch of the State legislature. 

The query is this : Whether or not the 
drafters of the Constitution adopted, for the 
Federal election of the House of Representa
tives, the qualifications that might be laid 
down, whatever they were, by the legislatures 
of the several States. 

Now, the next section of moment there is 
section 4, of ar-ticle I, which reads as follows: 

"Time, places, and manner of holding elec
tions for Senators and Representatives shall 
be prescribed in each State by the legislature 
thereof, but the Congress may, at any time, 
by law, make or alter such regulations except 
as to the places of choosing Senators." 

It would seem to be clear, from this provi
sion, that the drafters of the Constitution 
recognized the right of the respective State 
legislatures to fix the time, places, and man
ner of holding elections, but reserved to the 
Congress the right by law, to make or alter 
such regulation except as _to places of choos
ing electors. 

Query: Does this section recognize the 
right of the separate States to fix the quali
fications of the electors by failure to make 
any reference whatsoever to those qualifica
tions? 

Then we come to article II, section 1, second 
clause: 

"Each State shall appoint in such manner 
as the legislature thereof may direct, a num
ber of electors equal to the whole number 
of Senators and Representatives to which 
the State may be entitled in the Congress, 
et cetera," the electors spoken of, of course, 
being Presidential electors, and it was recog
nized by the drafters of the Constitution 
that the legislatures of the respective States 
have complete authority to direct the man
ner of election of such presidential electors. 

Query: Does this justify the inference that 
again the right to fix the. qualifications of 
the voters is a State right? 
. Then, I am prompted to call attention to 

the fourteenth amendment and to the nine· 

teenth amendment, both of which have al
ready been mentioned in this testimony this 
morning. 

The portion of the fourteenth amendment 
which seems to be of significance is this: 

"All persons born or naturalized in the 
United States, and subject to the jurisdic
tion thereof, are citizens of the United States 
and of the State wherein they reside. No 
State shall make or enforce any law which 
shall abridge the privileges or immunities of 
citizens of the United States." 

Obviously, this provision has the effect of 
making all native-born or naturalized per
sons in the United States citizens of the 
United States, and of the State wherein 
they reside. 

The question, then, arises as to whether or 
not · the next sentence, which raises a pro
hibition upon the State, and prevents the 
State from abridging the privilege or im
munity of the citizens, whether that .is a 
prohibition upon the State to make a prop
erty qualification or a poll-tax qualification 
as the basis of the right to vote. 

In constr.uing this, the question will arise 
whether the nineteenth amendment does not 
have a bearing, because the nineteenth 
amendment, which was adopted many years 
after the fourteenth amendment. r.eads: 

"The right of citizens of the United States 
to vote shall not be denied or abridged by 
the United States or by any State on account 
of sex." 

Query: Is this not tantamount to acknowl
edgment, by the Congress and by the States, . 
when tl.e nineteenth amendment was sub
mitted and approved, that the fourteenth 
amendment did not prohibit the States from 
denying or abridging the right to vote? 

And then, the next question that arises is, 
whether, since there are only eight States 
which now have the poll-tax requirement, . 
the object sought by this bill might not more . 
effectively be attained by a constitutional 
amendment which should provide that the 
right of citizens of the United States to vote 
shall not be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of any 
property qualification or poll-tax require
ment? 

I leave that to the constitutional experts. 
Dr. RICE. As to that last question raised, 

I can only say, momentarily, that the history 
of c}lild-labor protection is perhaps a nice 
parallel. Congress tried to prevent child 
labor by two specific acts, both of which were 
held to be unconstitutional, and then a con
stitutional amendment was proposed which 
never received sufficient strength and finally 
Congress ratified a bill which has gone into 
effect. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. In other words, the 
Constitution occasionally is flexible? 

Dr. RICE. The Constitution grows. 
Senator O'MAHONEY. The committee will 

be in recess until tomorrow morning at 
10:30 o'clock. · 
· Whereupon, at 12:30 o'clock p. m., the 

'committee recessed until 10:30 o'clock the 
following morning, Saturday, March 14, 1942. 

MEMORANDUM 
This memorandum is directed to answering 

briefiy certain questions affe::ting the con
stitutionality, of S. 1280, a bill to eliminate 
poll-tax requirements in Federal elections. 
The question as raised by the chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary 
considering the bill, are appended hereto. In 
answering these questions, this memoran
dum deliberately avoids discussion of con
troversial points not essential to the deter. 
mlnation of the constitutionality of s. 1280. 

Query 1. "Whether or not the drafters of 
the Constitution adopted, for the Federal 
election of the House of Representatives, the 
qualifications that might be laid down, · 
whatever they were, by the legislatures of 
the several States." 



9726 CONGRE,SSIONAL RECORD-SENATE AUGUST 4 
The answer is "yes"; but such an afiirma

tlve reply · leaves unresolved the crucial 
issues. 

The baste issUe is not whether the States 
have power to prescribe the qualifications for 
the Federal suffrage. The Constitution pro
vides that to vote in congressional elections 
the voters shall have "the qualifications 
requisite for electors of the most numerous 
branch of the State legislature." The basic 
question is whether the payment of a poll 
tax is a "qualification" for voting in the 
constitutional sense. 

The Constitution looks to the substance 
and not to the form. Cf. Nixon v. Condon 
(286 U. S. 73). The Constitution does not 
authorize the States, under the guise of pre
scribing voting qualifications, to impose, 
contrary to the laws of Congress regulating 
Federal elections, restrictions on the Federal 
franchise that have no reasonable relation to 
a citizen's qualification to vote. If the pay
ment of a poll tax has no rational relation
ship to the citizen's capacity to participate 
in the choice of public officials, it need not 
be treated by the Congress as a qualification 
within the meaning of the Constitution. A 
poll-tax reqUirement imposes a restriction 
on the citizen's right to vote, but it it is 
not a qualification in the constitutional 
sense, then it is within the power of Con
gress in regulating Federal elections to over
ride such a restriction on the right of a 
qualified citizen to vote. As Justice (now 
Chief Justice) Stone stated in United States 
v. Classic (313 U. S. 299, 315), "While, in a 
loose sense, the right to vote for representa
tives in Congress is sometimes spoken of as a 
right derived from the States (citing cases). 
this statement is true only in the sense that 
the Stcttcs are authorized by the Constitu
tion, to legislate on the subject as provided 
by section 2 of article I, to the extent that 
Congress has not restricted State action by 
the exercise of its powers to regulate elec
tions under section 4 and its more ·general 
power under article I; section 8, clause 18, of 
the Constitution 'to make all laws which 
shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the foregoing powers.'" 

In Edwards v. California (314 U. S. 181), 
the supreme Court unanimously held that a 
State coulq not deny entry to a citizen of 
the United States merely because he was 
indigent. The majority of the Court rest
ing their decision upon the comn;1erce 
clause rejected the suggestion that the 
State police power could be exercised, as 
California had attempted to exercise it, to 
discriminate against citizens because of their 
indigence. Four of the Justices were of the 
opinion that, apart from the commerce 
clause, such discrimination was in violation 
of the rights of national citizenship as guar
anteed both under the original Constitution 
and the privileges and immunities clause of 
the fourteenth amendment. One of them, 
Mr. Justice Jackson, in his concurring opin
ion, stated broadly (314 U. S. 181, 184-5) : 

"We should say now, and in no uncer
tain terms that a man's mere property status, · 
without more, cannot be used by a State to 
test, qualify, or limit his rights as a citizen 
of the United States. • • • The mere 
state of being without funds is a neutral 
fact-constitutionally an irrelevance, like 
race, creed, or color. I agree with what I 
understand to be the holding of the Court 
that cases which may indicate the contrary 
are overruled." Whatever might have been 
true in times past, there is no doubt a serious 
question today how far property may prop
erly be regarded as a reliable index of or 
even a rough and ready guide for determin
ing the educational qualification, civic worth, 
or community loyalty of the citizen. 

But a poll-tax requirement clearly has 
much less relationship to a citizen's capacity 
to perform the civic responsibility of voting 
than has a property test. The most shiftless 
of men may pay the tax because he found a 
$5 bill upon the street. The worthiest citi-

zen may prefer to feed his family. In truth 
it is diftlcult today to establish any real 
or substantial relationship between the 
poll-tax requirement and ·the civic worth 
or capacity of the citizen. Until the Con
gress acts, the courts may hesitate to dis
turb State electoral practices because of 
their own views ·or the logical requirements 
of the Constitution. But any such hesi
tancy upon the part of the courts to upset 
State practices of doubtful constitutionality 
would be dispelled by congressional action. 
It would seem clear, therefore, that the poll
tax requirement need not be regarded by the 
Congress as an electoral qualifi.cation within 
the meaning of the Constitution giving the 
States the power to fix qualifications for the 
Federal suffrage, cf. Breedlove v. Suttles 
(312 u. s. 277). 

The Congress has affirmative power to reg
ulate Federal elections to protect the rights 
of citizens under the Constitution and to 
guard against fraud and corruption in the 
exercise of the Federal franchise. The right 
of citizens to vote at congressional elections, 
subject only to such limitations as may be 
legally imposed by the State or Federal Gov
ernment in conformity with the Constitu
tion, is a right secured by the Constitution, 
which the Congress is empowered to pro
tect by appropriate legislation. (United 
States v. Classic (313 U. S. 299, 314-315, 
320) .) Otherwise · the rights of qualified 
voters could be set at naught. Assuming 
that certain restrictions on the suffrage 
which are not genuine qualifications in the 
constitutional sense may be imposed by the 
States in the absence o! congressional ac
tion, such restrictions do not escape the 
Federal power to preserve the integrity of 
Federal elections and to protect the rights 
of constitutionally qualified voters. In the 
exercise of its powers over Federal elections, 
it is altogether fitting and proper for the 
Congress to prohibit State poll-tax require
ments if in the judgment of the Congress 
such requirements unduly restrict the rights 
of national citizenship and make for fraud 
and corruption ln Federal elections. 

It is unnecessary to consider in this mem
orandum whether the State poll taxes are 
invalid in the absence of Federal legislation 
on the ground that they violate the rights 
of national citizenship secured by the origi
nal Constitution or by the fourteenth 
amendment. It is sufficient to affirm the 
power of the Congress to nullify such State 
statutes in the exercise of its power to regu
late Federal elections and to protect the 
rights of constitutionally qualified voters. It 
is sufficient to affirm that should the Con
gress exercise its power in the premises, the 
courts in our judgment would sustain and 
uphold the action of the Congress. 

Query 2. "Does this section (art. I, sec. 4) 
recognize the right of the separate States 
to fix the qualifications of the electors by 
failure to make any reference whatsoever to 
those qualifications." 

Answer: We may assume an affirmative 
answer to this query. The power of the 
States to fix qualifications, however, is lim
ited, as explained in our answer to qu~ry 1, 
by (1) the inherent meaning of the word 
"qualifications" as u~ed in the Constitution, 
and (2) the power of Congress to protect 
the integrity of Federal elections and the 
rights of constitutionally qualified voters. 

Query 3. Relates to article II, section 1, 
clause 2 of the Constitution which provides 
that "Each State shall appoint in such man
ner as the legislature thereof may direct" the 
presidential electors. 

While Congress could not question the 
right of a State legislature to provide the 
manner of appointment of Presidential elec
tors, a State legislature in exercising that 
right must exercise it in conformity with 
the requirements of the Constitution. If the 
legislature provides for the appointment to 
be made by the process of election, that elec
tion, like a primary election for congres-

sional candidates, "involves a necessary step 
in the choice o.f candidates" for national of
fice "which in the circumstances of this case 
controls that choice" (United States v. Classic 
(313 U. S. 299, 320)), and that choice must 
be made in a manner that does not offend 
the Constitution or such legislation as the 
Congress may reasonably deem appropriate 
to protect the rights of constitutionally qual
ified voters from discrimination and inva
sion. Article II, section 1, clause 2 of the 
Constitution does not authorize the State leg
islature to fix arbitrary conditions to the 
right to vote for Presidential electors which 
have no relation to the voter's worth or 
ability. 

Query 4. Relates to the privileges and im
munities clause of the fourteenth amend
ment; and to the effect of the nineteenth 
amendment upon its interpretation. 

Answer: The right of a qualified voter 
to vote. subject to the limitations imposed 
by the Constitution, is a right secured by 
the Constitution itself prior to the adoption 
of the fourteenth amendment, and that 
right may be protected by appropriate con
gressional legislation (United States v. 
Classic (313 U. S. 299, 315, 320)). That right 
has only been fortified and strengthened 
by the privileges and immunities clause 
of the fourteenth amendment. The im
position by the States of proper qualifi
cationS for voting does not abridge the 
rights of national citizenship, either under 
the original Constitution or the fourteenth 
amendment. But restrictions which are riot 
qualifications in the constitutional sense 
cannot survive congressional action to pro
tect the rights of national citizenship under 
the original Constitution or the fotirteenth 
amendment. It is unnecessary to consider 
whether a poll-tax requirement or a property 
test is invalid under the Constitution or 
the fourteenth amendment in the absence of 
Federal .legislation. 

The nineteenth amendment merely took 
note of the fact that sex was historically 
recognized as an appropriate qualification. 
It decreed that thereafter the right to vote 
should not be denied on account of sex 
either by the United States or by the States. 
It applied to State as well as Federal suf
frage. It certainly throws no light on 
whether a State poll-tax requirement should 
be regarded by the Congress as a qualifica
tion in the constitutional sense for voting 
at a Federal election. The nineteenth 
amendment, which was designed to broaden 
the suffrage, certainly was not intended to 
take away any power the Congress might 
otherwise have to protect the rights of na
tional citizenship. 

If the poll tax is not a legitimate qualifica
tion for the Federal suffrage in the consti
tutional sense, the Congress has th::: power 
to eliminate it and protect the rights of na
tional citizenship. A constitutional amend
ment is not necessary to achieve a result 
within the existing power of the Congress. 

George Gordon Battle, Walton Hamil
ton, Myres S. McDougal, Leon 
Greene, M. T. Van Heeke, Robert 
K. Wettach, Lloyd K. Garrison, 
Edwin Borchard, Walter Gellhorn, 
Charles Bunn. 

STATEMENT OF mVING BRANT ON THE CONSTI
TUTIONALITY OF S. 1280, BEFORE SENA':'E SUB
COMMITTEE, JULY 30, 1942 

The poll tax, employed as a restriction upon 
the right of suffrage, directly . violates two 
provisions of the Constitution and comes 
within the regulatory powers of Congress 
under three other provisions. 

It violates and can be abolished by Con
gress under article IV, section 4, which says 
that "the United States shall guarantee to 
every State in this Union a republican form 
of government." 

It violates and can be abolished by Con
gress under the Fourteenth Amendment, 
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which says that "no State shall make or 
enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of citizens of the 
United States." 

It comes within the regulatory powers of 
Congress, and can be abolished, through the 
combined effect of article I, section 2, and 
the 18th clause of article I, section 8. The 
original jurisdiction arises from section 2, 
which says that in the election of the ~ouse 
of Representatives, "the electors in each 
State shall have the qualifications requisite 
for electors of the most numerous branch of 
the State legislature." 

It comes within the regulatory powers of 
Congress, and can be abolished, under article 
I, section 4, which gives Congress power to 
regulate the "time, places, and manner" of 
electing Members of Congress. · 

All of these clauses have back of them 
the broad authority of the eighteenth clause 
of article I, section 8, whicb empowers C.on- . 
gress to make all laws which shall be neces
sary and proper for carrying into execution 
the powers vested in the Government of the 
United States. From that eighteenth clause 
Congress also derives independent power of 
legislation to protect the Federal Govern- · 
ment in its constitutional independence and 
supremacy. That would include the power 
to control Federal elections., 
. To pursue this last point first,· the Federal 
Government, by the terms of the Consti
tution, is a republican government, a gov
ernment of the people, and a supreme . gov
ernment in all that comes within its scope. 
This carries with it, implemented by the 
"necessary and proper" clause, the right of 
the Federal Government to insure its own 
perpetuation, its independence of State con
trol, its supremacy over the States in Fed
eral affairs, and its status as a government 
of the people of the United States. If the 
Constitution did not contain a single word 
on the subject of congressional elections 
Congress would have plenary power to regu
late them as a part of the implied power 
of a supreme government to maintain its 
supremacy, of an independent government 
to maintain its independence, of a republi
can government to maintain its republi
canism. 

However, it is not necessary to rely on this 
implication. The election of Members of 
Congress is specifically made a Federal m'lt
ter by sections 2 and 4 of article !-section 
2 setting up the qualifications of electors, 
section 4 regulating elections. 

Article I, section 2, bears upon S. 1280 in 
two respects, first as to the nature of govern
mental power over Federal elections, whether 
it is primarily a Federal power or a State 
power; second, as to the scope and meaning 
of the proviso that congressional electors 
shall have the same qualifications as electors 
of the most numerous branch of the State 
legislatures. 

It has been argued, by opponents of S. 
1280, that because of the way congressional 
electors are defined the fixing of their quali
fications is a State right and that any inter
vention of the Federal Government in that 
field is a Federal interference with a right 
of the States. To show the fallacy of that 
argument, we need but ask from what source 
the States derive this supposed right. It 
stems entirely from the Federal Constitu
tion. Therefore it is not a State right at 
all, but a use by the Federal Government, 
for Federal purposes, of certain State elec
toral machinery. This has been the ruling 
of the United States Supreme Court and it 
was the opinion of those who wrote the Con
st itution. James Madison made it clear in 
No. 52 of the Federalist when he said: 

'"The definition of the right of suffrage 
1s very justly regarded as a fundamental 
article of republican government. It was 
incumbent on the convention, therefore, to 
define and establish this right in the Con
rrt.itution." 

In the Newberry case Chief Justice White 
called sections 2 and 3 of article I "reser
voirs of vital Federal power constituting the 
generative sources of the powers of section 
4," and Justice Pitney, agreeing on this point 
in his dissent from the decision, declared 
for himself and Justices Brandeis and Clarke: 
"For the election of Senators and Repre
sentatives in Congress is a Federal function; 
whatever the States do in the matter they 
do under authority derived from the Con
stitution of the United States." The same 
position was taken by Chief Justice Stone 
for the majority, and Justice Douglas for 
the minority, in U. S. v. Classic (decided in 
1941). 

Section 2,, therefore, does not appear in the 
Constitution as a State right .to define Fed
eral electors, but as a definition and estab
lishment of a Federal right in terms of State 
law. When Madison discussed this subject in 
1787, he had no fear of the effect of it. "It 
cannot be feared," he wrote in Federalist 52, 
"that the people of the States will alter this 
part of their constitutions in such a manner 
as to abridge the rights secured to them by 
the Federal Constitution." Madison mis
judged the future, but in the very act of ex
pressing his mistaken belief that the rights of 
State citizenship would not be abridged by 
the States, he made it plain that misuse of 
section 2 by the States would be an abridge
ment of Federal citizenship. Thus, at the 
very dawn of consitutional history, we have 
an answer to the question which next pre
sents itself-whether, having defined a Fed
eral electorate in terms of a State electorate, 
the Federal Government is bound to accept 
anything, no matter what its nature, that a 
State chooses to call a qualification for vot
ing. 

The answer to that must be "no," for three 
reasons: 

1. Any other answer would imply that the 
Constitution is not an organic whole, but 
that one section of it can be lifted out and 
interpreted without regard to any other sec
tion or to the general nature of the entire 
law. 

2. The mere fact of placing an affirmative 
clause in the Constitution gives the Federal 
Government the power and duty of policing 
that clause, to see that it is obeyed in accord
ance with its true substance and purpose as 
a part of the fundamental law. 

3. In the understanding of any law, words 
must be given their true meaning. A quali
fication for voting is not simply the ability 
to dodge an arbitrary or unnatural disquali
fication. It must bear some reasonable re
lationship to the purpose for which electoral 
qualifications are set up. It must be a test 
of fitness harmonizing with American prin
ciples of government . and bearing a living 
relationship to the period in which it is in 
vogue. 

That brings us to the specific question 
whether the States, in restraining the right of 
suffrage by means of a poll-tax requirement, 
have set up a qualification for electors within 
the meaning and purpose of article I, sec
tion 2; and, furthermore, whether such a 
restraint upon suffrage comes within the 
power of Congress under other provisions of 
the Constitution. 

What did the framers of the Constitution 
have in mind when they drafted article I, 
section 2? Did they intend to establish a 
broad and democratic base for the election of 
representatives, or a narrow and aristocratic 
base? Or did they simply turn the matter 
over to the States with no thought of what 
the States might do? 

You will notice, first, that this section 
accepts the qualifications of the "most 
numerous" branch of the State legislature. 
The reason for that was that in some of the 
States a broader right of suffrage existed 
in the election of the larger house of the 
legislature than of the smaller. In this dis
tinction, the larger body stood for the rights 
of t;he people, the smaller for the rights of 

property. These words were put into the 
Constitution, therefore, to insure a broad 
suffrage for the maintenance of popular 
rights by the House of Representatives, while 
the Senate, chosen by State legislatures, was 
expected to have more regard for property 
rights . 

The popular intent in framing section 2 
was further emphasized by the fact that in 
the process of adopting this clause, the fram
ers of the Constitution voted down a motion 
to limit the right of voting to freeholders of 
land. The recorded debate shows that the 
purpose and expected result was to broaden 
the right of suffrage for all time. James Mc
Henry read this section of the Constitution 
to the Maryland Legislature on November 
29, 1787. This is what he said about it: 

"It was objected that if the qualifications 
of the electors were the same as in the State 
governments, it would involve in the Federal 
system all the disorders of a democracy; and 
it was therefore contended that none but 
freeholders, permanently interested in the 
Government, ought to have a right of suf
frage. The venerable Franklin opposed to 
this the natural rights of man-their rights 
to an immediate voice in the General Assem
bly of the whole Nation, or to a right of 
suffrage and representation." 

Franklin was not the only one who spoke 
thus. No man in that convention believed 
that in writing article I, section 2, they were 
simply leaving it to the discretion of the 
States whether few or many citizens should 
be allowed to vote. 

Oliver Ellsworth, of Connecticut, advocat
ing the adoption of this provision, said: "The 
people will not readily subscribe to the Na
tional Constitution if it should subject them 
to be disfranchised." 

George Mason, of Virginia, advocating its 
adoption, said: "Eight or nine States have 
extended the right of suffrage beyond the 
freeholders. What will the pe0ple there say, 
if they should be disfranchised?" 

Pierce Butler, of South Carolina, advocat
ing its adoption, said: "There is no r ight ot 
which the people are more jealous than that 
of suffrage. Abridgments of it tend [as 
in Holland 1 to • • • a rank aristocracy." 

Even the opponents of section 2 had the 
same opinion of its eff-ect. Gou--erneur Mor
ris, of Pennsylvania, opposing this provision, 
said: "Give the votes to people who have no 
property, and they will sell them to the 
rich who will be able to buy them." .:.ohn 
Dickinson, of Delaware, opposing the provi
sion, warned against "the dangerous influ
ence of those multitudes without property 
and without principle with which our ccun
try, like all others, will in time abound." 

Because of differing State laws and differ
ing opinions, it was easier to provide for 
uniformity between State and Federal qual
ifications than for Federal uniformity among 
the 13 States, but both in the phraseology 
employed and in the choice of alternatives 
the purpose of section 2 was revealed, and 
the purpose was to establish a broadly dem
ocratic base for Federal elect~ons. Madison 
described the result to the people of Amer
ica in No. 5.7 of the Federalist: 

"Who are to be the electors of the Federal 
representatives? Not the rich, mme than 
the poor; not the learned, more than the 
ignorant; not the haughty heirs of distin
guished names, more than i.he humble sons 
of obscurity ·and unpropitious fortune. The 
electors are to be the great body o1' the peo
ple of the United States." 

The record shows conclusively that article 
I, section 2 was adopted, not in recognition 
of any State right to define Federal electors, 
not to disclaim Federal responsibility, not to 
open the way to the disfranchisement of 
American citizens, but as a convenient means 
of assuring the right of suffrage to the great 
body of the people without overridinG exist
ing State laws which, on the whole, coq
formed to the standards of that day. When
ever Congress, by virtue of its power to make 
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necessary and proper laws, elects to enforce 
article I, section 2 by ending an arbitrary 
and unnatural disqualification of voters, it 
will but carry out the declared purpose of 
the framers of the Constitution to base con
gressional elections upon the great body of 
the people, rich and poor alike. 

The fathers of our countr; could not 
visualize the coming of a time when the 
people would be corruptly deprived of their 
rights in State elections, and thereby cause 
Federal rights to be lost. Put they did look 
ahead to a time when the conduct of State 
governments might cause Federal suffrage 
rights to be lost, and they provided against 
it in article I, section 4. This section gives 
Congress power, by law, to regulate the time, 
places, and manner of electing Members of 
Congress, and to alter State laws on the sub
ject. The debates in the Constitutional Con
vention ::;how that the principal purpose of 
this clause was to make Federal authority 
paramount in Federal elections and to guard 
them against corruption. Rufus King, of 
Massachusetts, said that failure to give Con
gress this power would be "fatal to the Fed
eral establishment." The words, "time, 
places, and manner, u were not used-narrowly. 
Madison said: "These were wo.rds of great 
latitude." It was impossible, he said, to 
foresee all the abuses that might arise from 
an uncontrolled discretion in the States. 
Whenever the State legislatures had a favor
ite measure tq carry, he said, "they would 
take care so to mold their regulations as to 
favor the candidates they wished to succeed." 

Under section 4, Congress has acted from 
time to time to prevent corruption in Fed
eral elections. The poll tax is an agen ~y of 
wholesale corruption, employed by political 
machines to debauch and control both Fed
eral and State elections. The Virginia poll
tax requirement of the 1870 '~ was described 
in the debate on its repeal as having "opened 
the floodgates of corruption." Poll-tax cor
ruption was a prime factor in the repeal of 
the requirement in Massachusetts and 
Pennsylvania. 

The poll tax corrupts elections in two ways, 
by a conditional disfranchisement o_ the 
voter, and by what amounts to an absolute 
disqualification. 

The corrupting infiuence of the conditional 
disfranchisement is due to the fact that the 
disqualification can more easily be removed 
by an agent of political corruption· than by 
the victim of the disfranchisement. Either 
in accordance with State law or in violation 
of State law, corrupt political machines buy 
up poll-tax receipts for those whose votes 
can be controlled. Citizens who cannot be 
controlled may be disfranchised by leaving 
their names off the assessors' books. If the 
law requires poll-tax payment several 
months before election, postdated receipts 
are given to the henchmen of the corrupt 
machine. 

Relatively complete disfranchisement re
sults from various forms of trickery in the 
writing of the law. In some States the tax is 
made cumulative, so that, although the year
ly rate is small, the total is an impassable 
bar to voting. In some States it is unlawful 
to make any effort to collect the ·tax, which 
emphasizes the fact that it is not a revenue 
measure nor even a financial test, but a 
planned system of disfranchisement. The 
effect is to corrupt the election by the very 
development Madison said section 4 was to 
guard against, a slanting of it by State leg
islatures "to favor the candidates they 
wished to succeed." The corruption is the 
deeper and more pernicious because it aims, 
by legal trickery, to favor a particular class 
of candidates in successive elections. 

Against the power of Congress to prevent 
corruption by forbidding poll-tax restric
tions it has been argued that this method 
is unconstitutional because other and lesser 
measures might be employed to · the same 
end. Those who argue thus would overturn 
the definition of the "necessary" and "proper" 

clause given by Chief Justice Marshall in 
McCulloch v. Maryland and followed by the 
Supreme Court without deviation for a cen
tury and a quarter. 

Observe what happens when you place sec
tions 2 and 4 together, and consider them 
in relation to each other. Treated as broad 
and positive powers, they fit snugly together 
and complement each other. If Congress 
abolishes the poll-tax requirement under 
section 4, to prevent corruption, it thereby 
restores the breadth of suffrage contemplated 
by the framers of the Constitution when 
they drafted section 2. If you act under 
section 2 to defend the rights of citizens, 
you thereby put an end to the corruption 
which section 4 guards against. But if you 
hold that either of these sections takes away 
the power of Congress to act under the other 
section, you nullify the purpose of both; 

One need not, I believe, go beyond these 
clauses of the Constitution to find ample 
power in Congress to put an end to the mis
use of the poll tax in Federal elections. Yet 
this is a narrow approach. When the Con
stitution is treated as an organic whole, the 
constitutionality of S. 1280 ceases to turn 
upon the sections dealing with electoral proc
esses and becomes a matter of the funda
mental rights of American citizenship and 
the fundamental nature of American Gov
ernment. The basic question is whether the 
millions of voters disfranchised by poll taxes 
are <:eprived of one of the privileges or im
munities of citizens of the United States 
guaranteed to them by the Constitution. 
Still more basic, but unnecessary to prove 
because it includes the last, is the question 
whether this denial of the rights of citizens 
goes so far as to subvert the republican form 
of State government made obligatory by the 
Constitution. For purposes of discussion, 
these two matters are interrelated. Anything 
that subverts republican government takes 
away the privileges and immunities of cit
izens. Anything that denies the constitu
tional rights of citizens in matters of 
government has a tendency to subvert the 
republican form of government founded upon 
those rights. Qualifications of electors laid 
down by State legislatures must harmonize 
with the constitutional rights of citizens. 

Is the right to vote a privilege inherent 
in American citizenship? Franklin must 
have thought so when he made it still more 
basic, declaring that the right to vote is one 
of the natural rights of man. Jefferson 
must have thought so in 1824 when he said 
of his own Stat e of Virginia: "The exclu
sion of a majority of our freemen from the 
right of representation is merely arbitrary, 
and a usurpation of the minority over the 
majority." 

We are likely to be misl~d on this subject 
by the fact that property and taxpaying 
qualifications for vot ing were once universal 
in America, and were but slowly eradicated. 
Of this it may be said, first, that there is no 
basic resemblance-rather, indeed, a con
trast-between the modern poll tax, used 
as a method of disfranchisement, and the 
early poll tax which was a true revenue 
measure and h ad the effect of extending 
the right of suffrage. In the second place, 
the failure to recognize a right at any given 
time does not prove its nonexistence; and, 
third, the absence of a right at one time 
does not prove its nonexistence later. 

The rights of American citizens are not 
static. They are alive and growing, and 
the more slowly they grow the more surely 
they are established. Slow growth means a 
testing of principles in the face of opposi
tion. The privileges and immunities pro
tected by the Constitution are not merely 
those which were universally acknowledged 
in 1787 and 1868. They are the accumUlated 
rights and privileges of the whole period 
in wh ' -::h they were developed, from the d ays 
of Protagoras down to the present moment. 
The poll tax as a weapon against the right 
to vote is not a recurrence to the property 

quaUftcations of 1787. It is a return to the 
principles of the Greek slave state of the time 
of Aristotle, who said, as paraphrased by 
Montesquieu: "It was only by the corrup
tion of some democracies that artisans be
came freemen a well-regulated 
republic will never give them the right and 
freedom of the city." Poll-tax disfranchise
ment is based on the argument against a 
broad. suffrage set forth by Gouverneur Mor
ris in the Constitutional Convention and 
denounced and rejected by that body. S 3.id 
Morris: "The time is not distant when this 
country will abound with mechanics and 
manufacturers [by which he meant factory 
workers]. • • • Will such men be the 
secure and faithful guardians of liberty?" 
The founders of our country rejected that 
doctrine. The Constitution rejects it. But 
the poll tax accepts it. The poll tax is a 
device for turning mechanics, factory work
ers, sharecroppers, tenant farmers, poor 
landowners, and day laborers back to the 
condition of servit ude which Aristotle and 
Gouverneur Morris and the Bourbon kings 
of France thought them fitted for. 

I wish now to call attention to the con
trast between the modern poll tax and the 
early American property qualifications for 
voting. The American colonies were settled 
in protest against feudal land monopoly. 
Early land ownership in America was the 
badge not only of good citizenship, but of 
democratic equality. It was associated with 
the doctrine of Montesquieu that in a well
regUlated republic, wealth should be divided 
as evenly as practicable and rand holdings 
should be small and equal. It was asso
ciated also with the feeling of those who 
lived upon the land that it was the source 
of all things good. 

When the colonists first adopted the laws 
limiting the suffrage to landed freeholders, 
it produced a near approach to universal 
suffrage for free adult males, because prac
tically all freemen were freeholders. As 
land rose in value and men turned to in
dustrial pursuits, disfranchisement resulted. 
The right to vote was therefore broadened 
by admitting freemen who paid taxes. The 
levying of any new tax increased the number 
of electors. The New Hampshire poll tax 
of 1784, and other later poll taxes, were laid 
for the specific purpose of increasing the 
number of voters. The franchise was 
broadened further by extending it to citizens 
who worked upon the pubiic roads or served 
in the militia. The fundamental test was 
not wealth, but evidence of devotion to the 
stat e, and when the turbulent frontier 
pushed westward, that evidence was finally 
found in the simple fact of residence and 
citizenship. All of this was part of the 
American march toward universal free man
hood suffrage, which has been a part of the 
original constitution of every State admitted 
to the Union since 1819, and, until reversed 
by the modern poll tax, had been accepted 
by every other State of the Union except 
Georgia. 

This whole evolutionary process toward 
universal suffrage was a mere writ ing into 
American history of the doctrine laid down 
by Franklin in 1787 that the right to vot e is 
among the natural rights of men. The 
modern poll tax is an attempt to reverse the 
processes of political evolution. 

Even more directly, the modern poll tax 
violates the principle of m a jorit y govern
ment upon which our Constit u t ion is 
founded. Here there is no evolution a ry 
process, no gradual recognition of public 
rights under changing cond itions. M:tjority 
rule has always been the basic principle of 
Amer ican Governmen t. Madison put the 
m atter clearly in 1821 when he declared h im
self against any property qualificat ion for 
voting, saying: "It violates the vital principle 
of free government that those who are to 
be bound by Jaws ought to h ave a voice in 
m aking them, and the violation would be 
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more strikingly unjust as the lawmakers 
became the minority." 

Madison was protesting against the 
Virginia law limiting the franchise to land
owners. But that law, when first adopted, 
extended the franchise to more than nine
tenths of the adult free males of the colony. 
It was only when the States lagged in chang
ing their laws to meet changing conditions 
that they came into conflict with the vital 
principle of republican rule. These early 
practices and trends are diametrically 
opposed to the principle of the modern poll 
tax, which not only runs counter to the 
evolutionary development of the rights of 
American citizens, but also nullifies the 
fundamental principle of republican govern
ment-the rule of the majority. 

Madison warned in No. 39 of the Federalist 
against the easy habit of calling everything 
a republic that was not a monarchy or a 
pure democracy. It is impossible, he wrote, 
to find the distinctive characteristics of the 
republican form except by recurring to prin
ciples. By that test, he wrote: 

"We may define a republic to be, or at 
least may bestow that name on, a govern
ment which derives all its powers directly 
or indirectly from tlte great" body ot- the
people, and is administered by persons hold
ing their offices during pleasure, for a limited 
period, or during good behavior. It is essen
tial to such a government that it be derived 
from the great body of the society, not from 
an inconsiderable proportivn, or a favored 
class of it." 
· Under that definition by Madison, the re
publican form of government does not exist 
today in eight States of the American Union. 
The government of those eight States, there
fqre, cannot be in accord with the privileges 
and immunities of citizens of the United 
States. 

Here we have something more than a 
denial of the individual right of the in
dividual citizen to a share in his own Gov
ernment. It is a denial also of the general 
public right to majority government in the 
several States, and to a national government 
based upon the great body of the people. 
The poll tax takes away from the individual 
his constitutional right to help write the 
laws by which he is governed. It takes away 
the right of the individual to share in the 
formation of a collective majority. It takes 
away the constitutional right of the entire 
society to enjoy the privilege of majority 
government. 

The fourteenth amendment forbids the 
States to abridge these privileges, and Con
gress , und~r that same amendment, is em
powered and enjoined to protect them. The 
Federal Government is required by the Con
stitution to maintain the republican form 
of government in the States. .Government 
by a minority is not the republican form of 
government which our forefathers created, 
the only republican government- known to 
our Constitution. It is no answer to say that 
citizens can obtain the right to vote by pay
ing up their poll taxes. In the State of Ala
bama, a farmer who has spent his cash in
come raising a family, buying clothing and 
shoes for his chiJdren, paying for a small 
farm and keeping up his property taxes, may 
by default of poll taxes during this period 
find himself in a position where he must 
pay $72 cash to regain the franchise for him
self and his wife. That is a lifetime dis
franchisement, which bears no relationship 
to his qualifications as a citizen. The four
teenth amendment has little meaning if it 
does not extend to the cure of such a denial 
of American rights and perversion of repub
lican covernment. 

The question has been asked why, if the 
fourteenth amendment covers the voting 
rights of citizens, it was necessary to adopt 
the nineteenth amendment in order to ex
tend the right of suffrage to women. That 
is an excellent negative illustration of the 

principle of evolutionary growth in the priv .. 
ileges of citizenship. The nineteenth amend .. 
ment was necessary because the organic 
growth of the· right of suffrage had been 
confined to men. Similarly, the fifteenth 
amendment was needed to enfranchise 
Negroes because the organic growth of the 
right ·of suffrage had been confined to white 
men. Let us suppose that men and women 
had enjoyed ·equality at the ballot box from 
the beginning of American history, that in 
the colonial period they had been disfran
chised to an equal extent by property quali
fications, and that each broadening of the 
right of suffrage had applied equally to men. 
and women. We should then have attained, 
by 1868, not universal manhood suffrage, 
but universal ··suffrage regardless of sex. 
rhen, we'll say, about the year 1919 some 
State passes a law forbidding women to 
vote, disfranchising at one stroke half of 
the entire electorate, taking away a right 
which they had enjoyed from the founda
tion of our country. Do you think it would 
take a nineteenth amendment to wipe out 
that denial of the privileges and immunities 
of citizens? 
· Thus you have four separate provisions of 
the Constitution, all harmoniou~. all supple
menting each other, under. any or all of 
which Congress has power .to abolish the 
poll-tax restriction upon the right to vqte 
in Federal · elections. It has not only the 
power but the duty. I can hardly do better 
in closing than to quote the concurring 
opinion ~f Mr _Justice JacksonJ the unani
mous decision by which the Court denied 
the right of California to exclude a citizen 
from its territory because of his indigence. 
He said: "We should say now, in no uncer
tain terms, that a man's mere property status, 
without more, cannot be used by a State to 
test, qualify, or limit his rights as a citizen 
of the United States." There you have in 
one sentence the judicial and moral verdict 
upon the poll tax. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES· T. MORRISON 

I. THE FOUNDING FATHERS CONTEMPLATED - AND 
AUTHORIZED CONGRESS TO LEGISLATE ON THE 

QUALIFICATION OF ELECTORS 

In order to determine the intention of the 
founding fathers in drafting section 2 of 
article I of the Constitution, it is necessary 
to turn for a moment to the proceedings of 
the Constitutional Convention. The arche
type of this section appears in the plan for 
a constitution submitted to the Convention 
by Mr. Pinckney. In the Pinckney plan, the 
provision appears as follows: 

"ART. 3. The members of the House of Dele.: 
gates shall be chosen every - year by the 
people of the several States; and the quali
fication of the electors shall be the same as 
those of the electors in the several States 
for their legislature." (5 Elliot's Debate, p. 
129.) 

This provision first came up for consid
eration in the Convention on Thursday, May 
31, 1787, when it was proposed "that the 

. membel's of the first branch of the legislature 
ought to be selected by the people of the 
several States." This resolution was op
posed by Messrs. Sherman and Gerry, who fa
vored election by the legislatures. Messrs. 
Mason, Wilson, and Madison, however, ar
gued for the resolution, and it was carried 
by a vote of 6 to 2. 

The question was again adverted to in 
Committee of the Whole on June 6, when 
Mr. C. c. Pinckney moved "that the first 
branch • • • be elected by the State 
legislatures, and not by the people." This 
time Mr. Rutledge joined Messrs. Gerry and 
Sherman in arguing for election by the State 
legislatures and Colonel Mason and Messrs. 
Dickinson, Read, and Pierce joined Wilson 
and Madison in arguing for election by the 
people. The Committee of the Whole de
feated the proposed change by a vote of 
8 to 3. 

Again, on Thursday, June 21, the proposi .. 
tion was brought up and, according to Mr. 
Madison, "General Pinckney moved 'that the 
first branch, instead of being elected by the 
people, should be elected in such manner as 
the legislature of each State should direct.'" 
After considerable discussion, this proposal 
was finally rejected by a vote of 4 to 6. • • • 

Finally, on Tuesday, August 7, the question 
of the qualification of electors was again 
taken up in a consideration of the report 
of the committee of detail, The committee 
had proposed the following as the constitu .. 
tiona! provision: 

"The qualification of the electors shall be 
the same, from time to time, as those of the 
electors, in the several States, of the most 
numerous branch of their own legislatures.'' 

Mr. Madison reports that "Mr. Gouverneur 
Morris moved to strike out the last members 
of the section, beginning with the words 
'qualification of electors,' in order that some 
other provision might be submitted which 
would restrain the right of suffrage to free::. 
holders." This motion provoked consider
able debate in the Convention. Mr. Wilson 
argued that this clause was carefully co'n.: 
sidered "and he did not think it could be 
changed for the better. It was difficult ' to 
form any uniform rule of qualification for all 
the States. Unnecessary innovations, he 
thought, too, should be avoided. It would be 
very hard and disagreeable for the same per
sQn at the same time, to vote for representa:; 
tives in the State legislature, and to be ex
cluded from a vote for those in the National 
Legislature." 

• • • 
Finall'y, and. conclusively~ the Convention; 

on June 21, 1'187, flatly rejected a proposition 
that would have placed the qu'aliflcations oi 
voters exclusively within the discretion of the 
State legislatures on grounds incompatible 
with a surrender of the power to prescribe 
qual·ifications by the National Government. 
On that date, pursuant to prior notice, C. c. 
Pinckney moved "that the. first branch, in
stead of being elect~d by the people, should 
be elected in such manner as the legislature 
of each State should direct.'' 

This resolution was vigorously attacked: · 
"Hamilton considered the motion as in-· 

tended manifestly to transfer the election 
from the people to the State legislatures, 
which would essentially vitiate the plan. It 
would increase the State influence which 
could not be too watchfully guarded against. · 

"Wilson considered the election of the first 
branch by the people, not only as the corner
stone, but as the foundation of the fabric. 
The difference was · particularly worthy of 
notice in this respect, that the legislatures 
are actuated not merely by the sentiment of 
the people, but have an official sentiment 
opposed to that of the general government, 
and perhaps to that of the people themselves. 

''King enlarged on the same distinction: 
He supposed the legislatures would con
stantly choose men subservient to their own 
views, as contrasted to the general interest, 
and that they might even devise modes of 
election that would be subversive of the end 
in view. He remarked several instances in 
which the views of a State might be at 
variance with those of the general govern
ment • • •:• 

Mr. Pinckney's motion was defeated by a 
vote of 6 to 4. (Prescott-Drafting the Fed
eral Constitution, pp. 208 ff .) 

Here, then, is a perfectly clear expression 
by the Convention that the State legislatures 
should not be permitted to exercise an ex
clusive discretion as ·~o the qualifications of 
electors of national officers because "they 
may even devise modes of election that would 
be subversive of the end in view," which 
certainly the language of article I, section 4, 
of the Constitution does not override. 

While the Constitution as finally submitted 
did not "restrain the right of suffrage to free
holders" as Gouverneur Morris proposed, it 
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did omit the significant phrase that the 
qualifications of electors "shall be the same, 
from time to time," as those of the electors 
in the several States, leaving the provision 
merely to read: 

"Electors in each State shall have the 
qualifications requisite for electors of the 
most numerous branch of the State legis
latures." 

This highly· significant omission can be 
explained only on the basis of the objection 
urged by Gouverneur Morris in convention 
on August 7, "that it makes the qualifica
tions of the National Legislature depend on 
the will of the State, which be thought not 
proper." 

The significance of the omission of the re
quirement that the qualifications of electors 
"shall be the same, from time to time" as 
those of the electors in the several States, 
and of the refusal of the Convention to grant 
the State legislatures exclusive discretion 
with regard to national elections, because 
the State legislatures "might even devise 
modes of elections th'lt would be subversive 
of the end in view," is made even more ap
parent by the inclusion of clause lin article I, 
section 4, providing: 

"The time, places, and manner of holding 
elections for Senators and Representatives, 
shall be prescribed in each State by the legis
lature thereof; but the Congress may at any 
time by law make or alter such regulations, 
except as to the place of choosing Senators." 

These two clauses read together, particu
larly in light of Mr. Madison's notes on the 
discussion in the Convention, and the fears 
of the fathers that the State legislatures 
"might even devise modes of elections that 
would be subversive of the end in view," 
show clearly an attempt to synchronize the 
view of Mr. Wilson that "it was di1ficult to 
form any uniform rule of qualifications for 
all the States. Unnecessary innovations 
• • should be avoided." With Gouver
neur Morris' objection "• • it makes 
the qualifications of the National Legisla
ture depend on the will of the State, which 
be thought not proper." The Constitution 
as finally worked out provides no uniform 
rule of qualification, makes no innovations 
and gives to the State, in the first instance, 
regulatory powers with regard even to na
tional elections; but it heeds Gouverneur 
Morris' objections by retaining in Congress 
the power "to make or alter such regulations, 
except as to the places of choosing Senators." 

Finally, if there was any question but that 
the founding fathers did not intend to sur
render completely to the States the funda
mental democratic power of determining the 
qualifications of voters, it is erased by the 
plain language of article I, section 8, sub
section 18: 

"The Congress shall have power 
to make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution • • • 
all • • • powers vested by this Constitu
tion in the Government of the United 
States." 

Not- only is the regulation ·of the "time, 
place, and manner ·of holding elections" a 
power specifically and expressly vested in the 
Congress by article I, section 4, but the de
termination of the qualifications of voters is 
a power unquestionably exercised by the 
Government of the United States in article 
I, section 2 of the Constitution itself. The 
very exercise of the power by the Constitu
tion proves conclusively that it is one "vested 
by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States," from which it inevitably 
follows that Congress has the power to make 
all laws which shall be necE>.ssa.ry and proper 
for carrying (it) into execution." 

It has been urged that article I, section 4, 
clause 1 should be restricted to the mechan
ics of election and that it does not apply to 
the substance thereof or to the qualifications 
of electors. But this view i.<- totally inac
ceptable in light of the history of article I, 
section 2, as set out above. It would, indeed, 

be strange if the founding fathers, whose 
wisdom a:od political sagacity in creating a 
document of enduring strength, permitted in 
this single instance an aberration which re
served to the National Government the right 
only to tinker with the mechanics of election 
while leaving entirely within the discretion, 
one might almost say, within the caprice, of 
the States complete power over the sub
stance thereof. But there is nothing in the 
Constitution to indicate that the founding 
fathers were so shortsighted. They must 
have known, for instance, that Massachu
setts from 1631 to 1664 had a law declaring 
that "for time to come noe man shall be ad
mitted to the freedom of this body polliticke, 
but such as are members of some of the 
churches within the lymitts of the same," 
and that in the colonial period from which 
the country was then but just emerging 
"Baptists, Quakers, Roman Catholics, and 
Jews frequently found themselves excluded 
from political rights." 

Certainly it cannot be suggested that the 
founding fathers meant to perpetuate such a 
theocratic system, or to make it possible for 
it to gain a foothold or to endure as a re
sult of individual State action. Indeed, the 
Convention was already split on the question 
of property qualifications by pressure from 
the rising mechanics and merchant 
class, who were opposed to the property 
qualification. The record of the Conven
tion makes it clear that it was in order not 
to disturb the delicate balance achieved in 
the several States between the proprietary 
and mechanics classes that the compromise 
incorporated in article I, section 2 was hit 
upon and adopted. It represents an accept
ance for the time being only, of the status 
quo; it does not even suggest that the ad
justment made shall be permanent; indeed, 
it was purposely designed to permit of 
change; and certainly it does not even imply 
that only the individual States can change it. 
To the contrary, words which did imply ex
clusive power in the States to alter the quali
fication of voters were significantly omitted 
after Gouverneur Morris' objection "that it 
made the qualifications of the National Leg
islature depend on the will of the States, 
which he thought not proper." To turn this 
clause, then, into a surrender of power by 
the National Government to the States is to 
miss the point always insisted upon by the 
fathers, that the National Government must 
prescribe the qualifications of its voters, 
and to defeat the whole purpose of its inclu
sion in the Constitution, for it is obvious 
that if the purpose of the clause were to 
surrender the power to the States, it need 
never have been included in the Constitution 
at all, or would have been phrased in unam
biguous language such as was used in giv
ing the State legislatures exclusive jurisdic
tion, with certain exceptions, over the quali
fications of Presidential electors. 

That article I, section 4, clause 1, was 
neither intended nor understood to be the 
innocuous procedural regulations of election 
machinery ascribed to it by later writers, ap
pears clearly from the storm of controversy 
which arose over its inclusion in the Consti
tution. This controversy was so heated that 
Hamilton felt constrained to devote two 
numbers of the Federalist to this clause of 
the Constitution (Federalist, Nos. 59 and 60). 
In this connection, he said: 

"This provision has not only. been de
claimed against by those who condemned 
the Constitution in the gross, but it has been 
censured by those who have objected with 
less latitude, and greater moderation; and, 
in one instance it has been thought excep
tionable by a gentleman who has declared 
himself the advocate of every other part of 
the system." 

Certainly such a hue and cry was not 
raised over whether the Federal Government 
had the power to open the polls at 7 in the 
morning rather than at 8, or the power to 
declare that elections should be held on the 

first Tuesday after the second Monday of 
November, or the 31st of May, OF even whether 
the election should be held in the precincts, 
counties, or special districts, or where not; 
and certainly Hamilton himself was not 
thinking purely in the terms of such me
chanical devices when he declared the im
portance of the provisions to be as follows: 

"I am greatly mistaken, notwithstanding, 
1f there be any article in the whole plan 
more completely defensible than this. Its 
propriety rests upon the evidence of this 
plain proposition • • • every govern
ment ought to contain in itself the means 
of its own preservation. Every just reason 
will, at first sight, approve an adherence to 
this rule, in the work of the convention; 
and will disapprove every deviation from it 
which may not appear to have been dictated 
by the necessity of incorporating into ' the 
work some particular ingredient, with which 
a rigid conformity to the rule was incom
patible. Even in this case, though he may 
acquiesce in the necessity, yet he will not 
cease to regard and to regret a departure 
from so fundamental a principle, as a por
tion of imperfection in the system wh\ch 
may prove the seeds of future weakness a nr.l 
perhaps anarchy. 

"It will not be alleged, that an election Ja.w 
could have have been framed and inser1 ed 
in the Constitution, which would have be~n 
always applicable to every probable chan ~;e 
in the situation of the country; and it will, 
therefore, not be denied, that a discretionat-y 
power over election ought tQ exist somewhm e. 
It will, I presume, be as readily conceded, 
that there are only three ways in which this 
power could have been reasonably modified 
and disposed: That it must either have been 
lodged wholly in the national legislature, or 
wholly in the State legislatures, or primarily 
in the latter and ultimately in the former. 
The last mode has, with reason, been pre
ferred by the Convention. They have per
mitted the regulation of elections for the 
Federal Government, in the first instance, 
to the local administration; which, in ordi
nary cases, and when no improper views pre
vail may be both more convenient and more 
satisfactory; that they have reserved to the 
national authority a right to interpose, 
whenever extraordinary circumstances might 
render that interposition necessary to its 
safety. 

"Nothing can be more evident, than exclu
sive power of regulating election for the Na
tional Government, in the hands of the State 
legislatures, would leave the existence to 
the Union entirely at their mercy. They 
could at any moment annihilate it, by 
neglecting to provide for the choice of per
sons to administer its affairs. It is to little 
purpose to say, that a neglect or omission 
of its kind would not be likely to take place. 
The constitutional possibility of the thing 
without an equivalent for the risk, is an an
swerable objection. Nor has any satisfac
tory reason been yet assigned for incurring 
that risk." 
11. S. 1280 IS CONSTITUTIONAL AS WITHIN THE 

UNDISPUTED POWEll OF CONGRESS TO PROTECT 
THE PURITY OF THE BALLOT 

s. 1280 expressly provides that-
"The requirements • • • that a poll 

tax be paid as a prerequisite for voting or 
registering to vote • • • have been 
detrimental to the integrity of the ballot In 
that frequently such taxes have been paid for 
the voters by other persons as an induce
ment for voting for certain candidates; 
and • • • 

"Whereas such requirements 
cause, induce, and abet practices and meth
ods in respect to the holding of primaries and 
elections detrimental to the proper selection 
of persons for national offices • • • ." 

This amounts to a. direct finding by the 
Congress that abolition of the poll tax is es
sential to the protection of the purity of the 
ballot in Federal elections. Such a legisla-
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tive finding is not subject to impeachment 
by the court s , certainly not where supported 
by evidence , and the peculia r susceptibilit y 
of the poll t &x to corrupt practices in elec
tions is a matter of common knowledge, too 
well known to require extended discussion. 

Nothing can be clearer than that Congress 
possesses the power to legislate to protect 
u.e purity of the ballot in elections for 
national officers. The principle was com
pletely settled . and has never been deviated 
from since the first case to come before the 
Supreme Court raising the question (Ex parte 
Yarbrough (110 U. S. 651)). 

It will be argued that the poll tax, be it a 
device for ever so much corruption, is im
mune from congressional interference, be
cause, as a "Qualification requisite for elec
tions of the most numerous branch of the 
State legislature," the power is expressly 
grant ed to the St ates by article I, section 2, 
of the Const itution to impose it as a quali
ficat ion for the electors of national officers. 
But this is a fallacy to which at least three 
answers may ba given: 

1. Any such argument must assume that 
article I, section 2, grants to the States an 
exclusive pov:er over the qualifications of 
voters for national officers, an assumption 
which the fi rst part of this memorandum has 
demonstrated to be fallacioUf:. 

2. The Constitution expressly grants Con
gress plenary authority to regulate the "man
ner of holding elections." As said by the 
circuit court in United States v. Munford 
(16 Fed. 2:23): 

"If Congress can provide for the manner 
of elections, it can certainly provide that it 
shall be an honest manner; that there shall 
be no repression of voters and an honest 
count of the ballot." 

It should be clear, then, without going fur
ther, that the plenary authority with regard 
to the manner of conducting elections ex
erci~ed by Congress under article I, section 4, 
supersedes even an exclusive State authority 
(if such it is) to prescribe qualifications. 

3. Since the Classic case there is no longer 
any doubt but that the right to vote in 
national elections is one dependent on and 
secured by the Constitution-specifically by 
article I, section 2 thereof. This being so, 
it inevitably follows that Congress, under 
article I, section 8, clause 18, as well as 
under article I, section 4, is empowered to pro
tect the exercise of such right against fraud, 
coerCion, violence, or corruption. • • • 

Again, the power of Congress to legislate 
upon matters within the scope of its au
thority is plenary under the very terms of 
the Const itution itself, which provides that: 

"This Constitution, and the laws of the 
United States which shall be made in pur
suance thereof • • • shall be the su
preme law of the land; and the judges in 
every State shall be bound thereby; any 
thing in the constitution or laws of any 
State to the contrary notwithstanding." 

Hence, it is clear that an act of Congress 
passed pursuant to the Constitution is "the 
supreme luw of the land," super ior to it s 
obligation to a St ate law or constitution, 
even although it, too, is passed pursuant 
to the Const itution of the United States. 
This has been decided in innumerable cases 
by the Supreme Court. 

And so here, too, with respect to S. 1280, 
even granting that the Constitution in ar
ticle I , sect ion 2, places the determination 
of the qualifications for voters in national 
elections exclusively in the States-yet when 
Congress exercises its undoubted power to 
protect the purity of the national ballot un
der article I , section 4, and under article I, 
section 8, clause 18, the exercise of which 
conflicts with a state power, the latter must, 
under our constitutional system, y;eld to 
the paramount power of Congress. 

Ill . S. 1280 IS AUTHORIZED BY THE FIFTH SEC

- TION OF THE FOURTEE NTH AMEl''DMENT TO 
THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATE!' 

Perhaps no power .of Congress has betn so 
little understood and so lit tle exercised as 
that conferred upon the Congress by the 
fif t h section of the fourteenth amendment. 
Like the spending power recently rediscovered 
in connection with the social security and 
agricultural adjustment programs, ·and the 
war power resurrected only in periods of na
tional emergency, the enforcement power, as 
it may be called, of the fourteen i;,h amend
ment has lain dormant since its first flurry 
of activity during the reconstruction period. 
But the failure of Congress to exercise this 
power must not be permitted to mislead, 
either as to its scope, or its importance; for 
the provision is pregnant with possibilities. 
This section merely provides that--

"The Congress shall have power to en
force, by appropriate legislation, the provi
sions of this article." 

On its face, this provision is innocuous 
enough. But when it is considered that these 
words relate back to, and grant Congress the 
power to enforce, as against abridgments by 
States, such broad and comprehensive con
cepts as "Privileges and immunitie::; of citi
zens of the United States"-deprivations of 
"life, liberty, and property without due proc
ess of law"-and denials of "the equal pro
tection of the law"-then the tremendous 
scope of the latent congressional authority 
can be appreciated. 

The significance of the tremendous scope 
of authority proposed to btJ conferred upon 
the Congress by this fifth section of the 
fourteenth amendment did not escape the 
Congress which proposed the amendment. It 
was consciously intended to confer broad and 
new powers, not theretofore possessed under 
the Constitution, on the Congress. Senator 
Howard, in introducing the resolution pro
posing the fourteenth amendment in the 
Senate, speaking for the joint Committee of 
Fifteen . who drafted the proposal, said, in 
speaking of the fifth section: 

"Here is a direct affirmative delegation of 
power to Congress to carry out all the princi
ples of all these guaranties, a power not 
found in the Constitution" (Congressional 
Globe, 19th Cong., 1st sess., p. 130). 

Its importance was emphasized by the at
tacks made upon the fifth section in the 
House. Mr. Hendricks .said of it: 

"When these words were used in the 
amendment abolishing slavery, they were 
thought to be harmless, but during this ses
sion there has been claimed for them such 
force and scope of meaning as that Congress 
might invade the jurisdiction of the States, 
rob them of their reserved rights, and crown 
the Federal Government with absolute des
potic power. As construe'd, this provision is 
most dangerous." 

A student of the period has commented on 
it as follows: 

"These unequivocal statements by the 
representatives of the two parties leave little 
room for doubt as to the purpose of the sec
tion, or of the power to be conferred on 
Congress. What the one regarded as essen
tial to the amendment to make it effective, 
the other regarded as dangerous." 

The bearing of this on the constitutionality 
of S. 1280 is, of course, immediate, direct, and 
simple. The Classic case has ·held fully, 
finally, and decisively that--

"The right of the people to choose (1. e., the 
elective franchise in national elections) 

• is a right (privilege) established and 
guaranteed by the Constitution • • • ." 

This being so, it must inevitably be a 
"privilege or immunity of citizens of the 
United States" within the first section of the 
fourteenth amendment, and as such, under 
the fifth section t:Qereof: "Congress shall have 
power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, 
the provisions of this article," including 

abridgments of "privileges • • of citi
zens of the United States"-1. e., abridg
ment s of the elective franchise in national 
elections. As said by the Supreme Court of 
the United States in StTauder v. ViTginia: 

"A right or an immunity, whether created 
by the Constitution or only guaranteed by it, 
even without any express delegation of 
power, may be protected by Congress (Prigg 
v. Com. (16 Pet. 539)). So in U. S. v. 
Reese (92 U. S. 214, 23 L. ed. 563) it was raid 
by the chief justice of this court: 'Rights 
and immunities created by or dependent 
upon the Constitution of the United States 
can be protected by Congress. The form and 
manner of the protection may be such as 
Congress in the legitimate exercise of its 
legislative discretion shall provide. These 
may be varied to meet the necessities of the 
particular right to be protected.' But there 
is express authority to protect the rights and 
immunities referred to in the fourteenth 
amendment, and to enforce observance of 
them ty appropriate congressional legisla
tion.'' 

It is the fact of congressional exercise · of 
its power under the fifth section of the 
fourteenth amendment to prevent abridg
ments by States of the right or privilege of 
citizens of the United States to exercise the 
elective franchise in national elections that 
distinguishes_ this situation from those pre
sented in Breedlove v. Suttles and Pirtle v. 
Brown. In each of these cases the Court was 
asked to strike down the State requirement 
of payment of poll taxes on their own 
motion, and without implementation by 
Congress. Thls the court quite properly re
fused to do. As pointed out in the early 
case of Ex parte Virginia: 

"All of the amen-dments derive much of 
their force from this latter provision. It is 
not said the judicial power of the General 
Government shall extend to enforcing the 
prohibitions and to protecting the rights 
and immunities guaranteed. It is not said 
that branch of the Government shall be 
authorized to declare void any action of a. 
State in violation of the prohibitions. It is 
the power of Congress which has been en
larged. Congress is authorized to enforce the 
prohibitions by appropriate legislation. 
Whatever tends to enforce submission to the 
prohibitions and to secure to all persons the 
enjoyment of perfect equality of civil rights 
and the equal protection of the laws against 
State denial or invasion, if not prohibited, is 
brought within the domain of congressional 
power. 

"Nor does it make any difference that such 
legislation is restrictive of what the State 
might have done before the constitutional 
amendment was adopted. The prohibitions 
of the fourteenth amendment are directed 
to the States, and they are to a degree re
strictions of State power. It is these which 
Congress is empowered to enforce, and to 
enforce against State action, however put 
forth , whether that action be executive, leg
islative, or judicial. Such enforcement is no 
invasion of State sovereignty. No law can 
be, which the people of the States have, by 
the Constitution of the United States, em
powered Congress to enact. This extent of 
the powers of the General Government is 
overlooked, when it is said, as it has been in 
this case, that the act of March 1, 1875, inter
feres with State rights. It is said the se
lection of jurors for her courts and the 
administration of her laws belong to each 
State; that they are her rights. This is true 
in general. But in exercising her rights 
a State cannot disregard the limitations 
which the Federal Constitution has applied 
to her power. Her rights do not reach to 
that extent. Nor can she deny to the Gen
eral Government the right to exercise all its 
granted powers, though they may interfere 
with the full enjoyment of rights she would 
have if those powers had not been thus 
granted. Indeed; every addition of power to 
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the General Government involves a corre
sponding diminution of the governmental 
powers of the States. It is carved out of 
them." 

In the present case, therefore, quite a dif
ferent situation will prevail when the con
stitutionality of this statute is presented for 
adjudication. Unlike the situation which 
prevailed in the Breedlove and the Pirtle 
cases, Congress will have spoken. It will 
have declared, in effect, that the require
ment in some of the States for the payment 
of a poll tax as a prerequisite for voting in 
national elections is an abridgment of a 
right or privilege of citizens of the United 
States, established and guaranteed by the 
Constitution. It will have prohibited the 
States from imposing through its legislatures 
and enforcing through its administrative and 
executive officers the abridgment found to 
exist. In so acting, Congress will have com
plied to the letter with the provisions of the 
fifth section of the fourteenth amendment 
in enforcing the privileges and immunities 
of citizens of the United States as defined in 
United States v. Classic, in Ex parte Yar
brough and by Mr. Justice Bushrod Wash
ington in Corfield v. Coryell . Under such 
circumstances no court will declare the act 
of Congress unconstitutional. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The attention of the committee has so far 
been directed exclusively to justifying the 
power of Congress to prescribe the qualifica
tions of voters in nationa' elections. I 
should like, for just a moment, to direct the 
attention of the committee tr the implica
tions of the converse of that proposition
that the authority to prescribe the prerequi
sites to voting is a power resting exclusively 
in the legislature of each State over which 
the Congress has absolutely no control. 
These implications are, to say the least, star
tling, and, 1 submit, certainly not outside 
the boundaries of possibility, and even prob
ability. 

It must be recalled that the only constitu
tional restrictions on State abridgments of 
the elective franchise are contained in the 
XV and XIX amendments prohibiting the 
denial of the right to vote because of: 

1. Rece, 
2. Color, 
3. Previous condition of servitude, or 
4. S:!X. 
It m.ust be assumed, if the converse of the 

proposition here supported is true, that the 
individual States can impose any qualifica
tion on voting except such as violate the 
above prohibitions. Hence, Massachusetts 
could well reenact its statute of 1631, that 
"for time to come noe person shall be ad
mitted to the freedom of this body polliticke, 
but such as are members of some of the 
churches within the lymitts of the same." 

There is no prohibition against the States 
establishing religious qualifications for 
voters. Montana could provide that only 
Catholics could vote; Nebraska that only 
Spiritualists; South Carolina only Lutherans, 
and Congress would be powerless to interfere. 
Moreover, Kansas could provide that only 
those who subscribed to the principles of 
the Communist philosophy possessed the 
qualifications requisite for voting; Idaho that 
only Fabian Socialists could vote; Indiana 
that only those who accept the principles of 
the corporative state; and Louisiana only 
members in good standing of the share-the
wealth clubs, who accepted the principles of 
every man a king, possessed qualifications 
entitling them to vote for Members of Con
gress. There is no constitutional prohibition 
against the imposition of any of the above 
qualifications-yet does any person seriously 
believe that the National Government would 
for a moment countenance such qualifica
tions? And let no one say "It can't happen 
here"-it is now happening and has hap
pened in too many parts of the democratic 
world. 

Again, a number of States already dis
qualify from voting inmates of State-~ain
tained charitable and eleemosynary institu
tions. It is but a step from this for States 
so inclined to disqualify recipients of WPA 
and social-security benefits. Already the 
cry is being raised in many sections of the 
country that such beneficiaries should be 
disqualified from voting. If Congress can
not outlaw the poll tax neither can it out
law a disqualification based on receipt of 
benefits. 

Thus the argument that Congress cannot 
constitutionally interfere with qualifications 
for voters in national elections established 
by the State legislatures reduces itself to 
an absurdity. and lays the foundation for a 
dissolution of the Union, for, obviously, it 
is impossible to adopt a separate constitu
tional amendment (such as the XV and 
XIX) to prohibit every deleterious qualifica
tion of voters that the ingenuity of the 
States can devise that would, as Mr. King 
pointed out on June 21, 1787, "be subver
sive of the end in view" in the establish
ment of the National Government. 

Thus it appears that S. 1280 is constitu
tional from every point of view, and, in
deed, that the position that Congress has 
no authority to prescribe the qualifications 
of voters in national elections leads to ab
surd and totally inacceptable conclusions. 
Perhaps this memorandum can but be con
cluded in the words of the venerable Ben
jamin Franklin, whose views on the quali
fications of voters are particularly appro
priate in view of the horrible and desperate 
war we are now waging. "It is of great 
consequence that we should not depress the 
virtue and public spirit of our common 
people; of which they displayed a great 
zeal during the war, and which contributed 

· principally to the favorable issue of it. He 
related the honorable refusal of the Ameri
can seamen, who were carried in great num
bers into the British prisons during the war 
to redeem themselves from misery or to seek 
their fortunes, by entering on board the ships 
of the enemies to their country; contrasting 
their patriotism with a contemporary in
stance, in which the British seamen made 
prisoners by the Americans readily entered 
on the ships of the latter on being promised 
a share of the prizes that might be made 
out of their own country. This proceeded, 
he said, from the different manner in which 
the common people were treated in America 
and Great Britain. He did not think that 
the elected had any right, in any case, to 
narrow the privileges of the electors." (Madi
son's Notes on the Debates on the Federal 
Constitution. Debate of August 7). 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the que.s
tion of the constitutionality of an anti
poll-tax bill has been considered by a 
great many lawyers in the United States, 
particularly by lawyers who have been 
representing the various minority groups 
vitally interested in and conversant with 
the need for anti-poll-tax legislation. 
The National Association for the Ad
vancement of Colored People had, as of 
counsel on the subject, three outstand
ing colored attorneys, William H. Hastie, 
Leon A. Ransom, and George W. Crock
ett, Jr., assisted by Leslie Perry. They 
prepared what I considered to be an ex
haustive and very able and sound brief 
on the subject of the constitutionality of 
anti-poll-tax legislation. Section 4 of the 
brief deals with the subject The Poll
Tax Requirement Is Not a Qualification 
Within the Meaning of Section 2, Article 
I, of the Constitution, and section 3 
deals with the subject H. R. 7 Is Author
ized by the Fifteenth Amendment to the 
Constitution. 

In view of the fact, Mr. President, that 
I have stressed throughout my argument 
in support of the constitutionality of 
the anti-poll-tax bill many of the points 
raised in this brief, I ask permission to 
have sections 3 and 4 of the brief printed 
as part of my remarks, because I agree 
with the contents of the brief, particu
larly sections 3 and 4. I repeat that the 
brief was prepared by counsel for the 
National Association for the Advance
ment of Colored People. 

There being no objection, the sections 
3 and 4 of the brief were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
Ill. H. R. 7 Is AUTHORIZED BY THE FIFTEENTH 

AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION 

In addition to the constitutio::1a~ provi
sions already discussed, it is evident, too, 
that at least insofar as the Negro citizens of 
the P'ation are involved, the enactment of 
H. R. 7 is authorized by the fifteenth amend
ment to the Constitution. This amendment 
provides that: 

S3ction 1: The right of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by any State on account of race. 
color, or previous condition of servitude. 

Section 2: The Congress shall have power 
to enforce this article by appropriate legis
lation. 

Ratification of this amendment was com
pleted in 1870, and it is no mere coincidence 
that shortly after this date the poll-tax-pay
m3nt requirement as a qualification for vot
ing mushroomed into prominence and be
came indigenous to those States having the 
bulk of the country's Negro population.I 
The requirement was first adopted in Ten
nessee in 1870; then Virginia followed in 
1875; Florida, 1885; Mississippi, 1£9J; Arkan
sas, 1892; South Carolina, 1895; Louisiana, 
1898; North Carolina, 1900; Alabama, 1901; 
and Texas, 1903. (See the statement of 
Henry H. Collins, "The poll tax in the South 
after 1865," subcommittee's hearings on S. 
1280, at p. 253.) Only 7 of the 11 original 
poll-tax States now have a poll-tax require
ment; N.orth Carolina, Florida, Georgia, and 
Louisiana have abolished their requirement. 
But these 7 remaining poll-tax States not 
only have substantial Negro populations,2 
but their combined Negro population totals 
6,534,113, or more than half of the Nation's 
Negro citizens.8 

We are not, however, relegated to the ·use 
of statistics to demonstrate that the primary 
purpose of the poll-tax requirement in these 
States was, and is, the disfranchisement of 

1 The Georgia constitutions of 1865 and 
1877 made the payment of all taxes a pre
requisite to voting in general elections; but 
in 1908 the constitution was amended so as 
to make payment of the poll tax a require
ment for voting in the primary election also. 

2 Alabama's total population is 2,832,96.1 of 
which 983,290 are Negroes; Arkansas' total 
is 1,949,384 of which 482,578 are Negroes; 
Mississippi's population totals 2,183,796 
which includes 1,074,578 Negroes; South 
Carolina's population of 1,899,804 includes 
d14,664 Negroes; while Tennessee's 2,915,841 
includes 508,736 Negroes; 924,391 Negroes are 
included in Texas' population of 6,414,824; 
while Virginia's total of 2,677,773 includes 
661,449 Negroes. (All figures taken from 
the United States Census, 1940.) 

3 The term "potential voters" might well 
be used instead of citizens since, according 
to the 1940 census, "The . highest proportion 
[of native bam persons above 21 years], 9<}.8, 
was found in four Southern States-North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Mis
sissippi." In Alabama and Tennessee, 99.7 
percent of the population. 21 years and over, 
was native born; Virginia, 99.5; and Texas. 
96.1 (Series P-10. No. 5, Sixteenth Census 
of the United States, 1940.) 
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the Negro population. The great mass- of 
testimony presented at the subcommit tee's 
hearings on S. 1280 verifies this conclusion. 
Indeed, the Judiciary Committee's report to 
the Senate, recommending the passage of that 
bill , expressly so found. Its findings on this 
point are so strong and so well stated that 
extended quotation therefrom seems jus
tified: 

"We desire to call attention to the Vir
ginia const itutional convention which sub
mitted an amendment which was afterward 
adopted to the constitution of Virginia by 
which it was intended to disfranchise a very 
farge number of Virginia citizens. We think 
this convention can be regarded as a fair 
sample of other conventions in other poll-tax 
States Han. Carter Glass was a member of 
that convention. Near the beginning of the 
convent ion Senator G-lass made a speech in 
which he out lined in very forceful language 
what the object was, after all, of the conven
tion. • • • Near the beginning of the 
convention he made a speech in which he 
said: 'The chief purpose of this convention 
is to amend the suffrage clause of the· exist-=
ing constitution. It does not require much 
_prescience to foretell · that the altera.tions 
which we shall make will not apply to all 
persons and cla~ses without distinction. We 
were sent here to mak distinctions. We 
expect to make distinctions. We will make 
dist inctions.' 

"Near the conclusion of the convention, 
Senator Glass delivered another address in 
which he referred to the work already per
formed by the convention. He said 'I de~ 
clared then (referring to the beginning of the 
convention and the debate on the oa th) that 
no body of Virginia gentlemen could frame ·a 
con~titution so obnoxious to my sense of 
right and morality that I would be willing 
to submit its fate to 146.000 ignorant Negro 
voters [great applause 1 whose capacity for 
self~government we have been challei1ging 
for 30 years past.' 

"There is no doubt that what Senator Glass 
sta ted is the real object the convention. had 
in view. The fact that his remarks were re
ceived with great applause indicates that his 
fellow members of that convention agreed _ 
with him and that the real object they had 
in view, and which they believed they could 
accomplish , was disfranchising '146,000 ig
norant Negro voters.' 

"It ought to be borne in mind also that 
many, if not all, of these constitutional 
amendments in the poll-tax States are in 
direct conflict with the statutes under which 
these Sta tes were readmitted to the Union 
under the act of Congress of June 26, 1870 
(16 Stat., p. 62) . The provision which refers 
to Virginia reads as follows: 'The constitu.:. 
tion of Virginia shall never be so amended 
or changed as to deprive .any citizen or class 
of citizens of the United States of the right to 
vote, who are entitled to vote by the con
stitution herein recognized, except as punish- · 
ment for such crimes as are now felonies at 
common law, whereof they have been duly 
convicted under laws, equally applicable to 
al". the inhabitants of said State: Provided, 
That any alteration of said constitution, 
prospective in its effect may be made in re
gard to the time and place of residence of 
voters.' 

"It seems perfectly plain that the object 
of this poll-tax provision in the State con
stitutions was not to prevent discrimination 
among the citizens but to definitely provide 
for a discrimination by which hundreds of 
thousands of citizens were taxed for the privi
lege of voting and that, therefore, under sec
tion 2 of article I of the Constitution, it seems 
plain that such a provision in the State con
stitution, or State law, was simply a sub
terfuge to accomplish other aims by resorting 
to the so-called qualification clause in section 
2 of article I of the Constitution. It is like
wise equally plain that at the end of the War 

Between the States when these States were 
readmitted to the Union, they were read
mitted under a statute of Congress which 

"provided explicitly that the constitutions of 
'the States 'shall never be so amended or 
changed as to deprive any citizen or class of 
citizens of the United States of the right to 
vote.' 

"It is therefore plain, under all the circum
stances, that the so-called poll-tax laws of 
the State bringing about such a disqualifica
tion to its citizens in the exercising of suf
frage is in clear violation of the laws of 
Congress in addition to being a violation of 
the Constitution of the United States." . 

If then, the primary purpose of these State 
poll-tax requirements is, as the committee 
stated, the disfranchisement of a substan
tial port ion 'of the Nation's colored popula
tion; and since, as the hearings on S. 1280 
have indisputably demonstrated, this pur
pose has been ~nd continues to be effectively 
achieved; it is readily apparent that these 
State enactments constitute an intentional 
denial or abridgment of "the right of 
[Negro] citizen! of tho United States to vote 
• • • on account of race, color, or pre
vious condition of servitude." Hence, they 
are violative of the express prohibition ,con
_tained in the fifteenth amendment and the 
Congr~s is specifically authorized by sec
tion 2 of that amendment to strike down all 
such State abridgments by the adoption of 
such corrective and couL teract ing legisla
tion as H. R. 7. (See James v. Bowman (190 
U. S. 127, 137): United States v. Reese (92 
U. S. 214); and Guinn v. United States (238 
u.s. 347) .) 
IV. Tim PoLL-TAX REQUIREMENT Is NoT A 

QuALIFICATION WITHIN THE MEIININC> OF 
SECTION 2, ARTICLE I, OF THE CONSTITUTION 
Those who challenge the constitutionality 

of H. R. 7 rely upon the last clause in sec
tion 2 of article I of the Constitution. This 
section provides: 

"The House of Representatives shall be 
composed of Members chosen every second 
year by the people of the several States, and 
the electors in each State shall have the 
qualifications requisite for electors of the 
most I).umerous branch of the State legis
lature ." 4 

These opponents of the bill contend that 
the language of the above article confers 
upon the States the power to determine who 
shall participate in Federal as well as State 
elections; that this power is uncontrollable, 
except as it has been modified by the four
teenth and nineteenth amendments; and 
th_at any further encroachment upon this 
power of the States must be amendments to 
the Constitution. In support of their posi
tion they rely upon the Supreme Court's de
cision in Breedlove v. Suttle (302 U. S. 277) 
and the later refusal by that Court to grant 
a writ of certiorari to review the decision of 
the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Sixth 
Circuit in Pirtle v. Brown (118 F. (2d) 218). 
A close examination of these decisions, how
ever, fails to indicate any support for such 
a broad proposition. 

The Breedlove case concerned the valid
ity, under the fourteenth and nineteenth 
amendments to the Constitution, of the 
Georgia poll-tax requirement. Petitioner, a 

• A similar provision is found in the seven
teenth amendment providing for the popu
lar election of Senators. The evident pur
p0se of thus defining the Federal electorate 
in the several States in terms of the State 
electorate in those States was to insure the 
broadest and most democratic base adminis
tratively possible for the election of Federal 
officers-a policy with which the present 
State poll-tax requirements is at direct 
variance. This point is fully developed in 
the statement of Irving Brant before the 
Subcommittee on S. 1280 (Hearings, pp. 209-
211) and the brief of the National Lawyers' 
Guild (Hearings 241, 246-247), and will not 
be enlarged on here. 

white man, applied to the registrar to regis
ter "for voting for Federal and State officers 
at primary and general elections." The 
statutes of Georgia required that any per
son proposing to vote, should first subscribe 
to an oath that he had paid his State's poll 
tax. Petitioner, who had not :r;aid the tax, 
demanded that the registrar administer the 
oath to him and omit all reference to the 
poll tax. Upon the registrar's refusal, peti
tioner requested the trial court to issue a 
writ of mandamus compelling the registrar 
to comply with his request. The trial court's 
refusal of the writ was affirmed by the 
Georgia appellate court and later by the 
Unitect . States Supreme Court. 

The rationale of the Supreme Court's de
cision is, we submit, readily discernible from 
the above underlined quotation taken from 
its opinion. The petitioner in challenging 
the validity of the Georgia poll-tax require
ment did so, not as a Federal elector, but as 
a State and Federal elector; he sought to 
register for both State and Federal elec
tions. As we have seen (supra), it is not a 
privilege automatically inhering ·in United 
States citizenship that one be allowed to vote 
in Federal elections; and, certainly, there is 
no such privilege as to State elections. Also 
we have seen that nothing in the fourteenth 
amendment prohibits a State from imposing 
a poll tax, as a taxing measure, so long as it 
appears on its face to be a reasonable taxing 
measure. And there likewise is nothing in 
either the fourteenth amendment or in the 
nineteenth amendment that prohibits a 
State fr.om making the payment of reasonable 
taxes a prerequisite to registering or voting 
in a State election. Since then, petitioner, 
insofar as the State election was concerned, 
was challenging a State statute of undoubted 
constitutionality as applied to him, the Su
preme Court concluded that his claim should 
be denied. 

The difficulty opponents of H. R. 7 ~eem 
unable to overcome in properly interpreting 
the Breedlove and Pirtle decisions stems from 
the Supreme Court's failure to restrict its 
opinion on this point. The particular lan
guage in the Breedlove opinion · which has 
occasioned this misconception is the fol• 
lowing: 

"To make payment of poll taxes a prerequi
site of voting is not to deny any privilege 
or immunity protected by the fourteenth 
amendment (or the nineteenth amendment). 
Privilege of voting is not derived from the 
United States, but is conferred by the State 

'and, save as restrained by the fifteenth and 
nineteenth amendments and othet provisions 
of the Federal Constitution, the State may 
condition suffrage as it deems appropriate" 
(302 u.s. 277, 283). 

Those who rely upon this language as sup
porting power in the States to condition the 
exercise of the Federal franchise upon the 
payment of State poll taxes, point out that 
the Court's opinion does not qualify the word 
"voting"; it does not say that payment may 
be made "a prerequisite of voting" in State 
elections only. And, of course, the Court's 
subsequent denial of certiorari in the Pirtle 
case lends color to this interpretation. 

But did the Court intend to decide that the 
fifteenth and nineteenth amendments con
stituted the only restrictions upon the States' 
power to set forth the qualifications or the 
conditions precedent which should determine 
those privileged to vote in Federal elections? 
The answer, we submit, must be in the nega
tive; both reason and authority militate 
against any such holding. Some significance 
must be attached to the Court's reference 
in the above quotation to "other provisions 
of the Federal Constitution." These "other 
provisions," together with their significance 
were quite forcefully pointed out by the 
Court's later opinion and decision in United 
States v. Classic (313 U.S. 299), quoted supra, 
page 9. 
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Admittedly, however, this explanation of 

the Breedlove decision in terms of its appli
cation to State elections only does not recon
-cile the denial of the certiorari in the Pirtle 
case, where a Federal election only was in
volved. Also, it does not take into account 
the fact that certiorari was denied in the 
Pirtle case after the decision in the Classic 
case. All of which, we think, serves to em
phasize what we have said before, namely, 
that the only logical explanation for this 
seeming conflict in the Supreme Court's ac
tions in these cases is the fact that poll-tax 
statutes appear on their face to be bona fide 
tax measures, and the requirement that they 
be paid as a condition to voting also appears 
on its face to be a reasonable method of 
collecting the tax. It is only when the pur
poses or motives of the States . in adopting 
this means of collection is presented-which 
were not considered in the Breedlove case
that the viciousness and illegality of the 
scheme is demonstrated. The Supreme 
Court, however, seems committed to the view 
that purposes or motives are "beyond the 
scope of judicial inquiry (Magnano Co. v. 
Hamilton (292 U. S. 4.0 , 44)); but cf. Child 
Labor Tax Case (259 U. S. 20, 38, cited supra, 
p. 14)). Any petition seeking to eliminate 
these requirements as qualifications for 
Federal electors by showing their true pur
pose and effect must, therefore, be presented 
to the Congress as the only branch of the 
Federal Government capable to consider and 
deal adequately with the whole issue. 

We have stated above that reason sup
ported our conclusion that the power exer
cised by the States in setting forth the qual
ifications of electors for the most numerous 
branch of their legislatures and, by virtue 
of section 2 of article I of the Constitution, 
for Members of the Congress also, was limited 
by other constitutional provisions besides the 
fifteenth and nineteenth amendments. The 
reason inheres in the nature of our dual 
system of government. To hold that the 
States alone, and subject only to the con
stitutional mandate that no qualification 
be based upon sex, color, race, or previous 
condition of servitude, may determine who 
shall vote for Federal officers would, when 
carried to its logical extreme, be tantamount 
to denying to the Nat ional Government the 
only means by which its continued existence 
and the orderly conduct of its constitutional 
functions might be assured. For obviously, 
if the States alone are to have the final word 
on who shall be Federal electors, they may, 
by the imposition of qualifications strin-. 
gent, unreasonable, and having no relation 
whatever to one's character or fitness to 
vote, exclude so many voters that the Fed
eral electorate will be reduced to nil. In
deed, that is precisely the condition the poll
tax qualifications have produced. For ex
ample, the State of Rhode Island with 424,-
876 citizens 21 years of age and over, cast 
319,649 votes for Presidential electors, or 75 
percent of the potential vote in 1940. While 
Georgia, on the other hand, with a potential 
voting population of 1,768,969 citizens 21 
years of age and over, only cast 312,539 votes, 
or 18 percent of its· potential vote. (See 
chart on pp. 289-290 of subcommittee's hear
ings on S. 1280.) Nor is it any answer to this 
argument to urge that since the States can 
reduce the Federal electorate only by reduc
ing the State electorate for the most numer
ous branch of the State legislature, reduc
tion of the l t ~ter to a point where it ceases 
to be a means of insuring a republican form 
of government within the State would bring 
into operation section 4 of article IV of the 
Constitution, which provides that: 

"The United States shall guarantee to 
every State in this Union a republican form 
of government." 

The short reply to any such contention 
is that the above comparison between the 
size of the electorate in a poll-tax and in a 
non-poll-tax State, being typical, demon
strates conclusively that a republican form 

of government as contemplated by the Con
stitution does not now exist in the poll-tax 
States; and accordingly the Congress, pursu
ant to the general constitutional mandate to 
"make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution the • • • 
powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States," is au
thorized to restore a republican form of gov
ernment to the people of these poll-tax 
States by enacting H. R. 7. For the simple, 
evident, and indisputable truth is that the 
poll-tax requirement is not and never was 
intended by its sponsors to be a qualification 
or a gage of the citizen's fitness to partici
pate in representative government. There
fore it should be abolished. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons we urge that this 
committee recommend to the Senate pas
sage of H. R. 7. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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Mr. MORSE. With that, Mr. Presi
dent, I am about to conclude my remarks 
on the subject by saying to the gentlemen 
of the opposition that I consider it has 
been a great privilege to join issue with 
them on the subject. I am sure that 
they will share my opinion that we have 
fought it out on highly professional 
grounds, as lawyers should, and, as law
yers, I am sure they also agree with my 
point of view that in due course of time, 
if we are allowed to pass an anti-poll
tax bill in the Senate, our argument will 
be settled once and for all, by that re
pository of constitutional decisions, the 
United States Supreme Court. 

Mr. President, I close with the prayer 
and the plea that the Senators on the 
other side of the aisle, after completing 
their case on the merits of this issue in 
accordance with what I think, in the 
clear contemplation of the people of the 
country, should be the practice of the 
United States Senate, will agree to allow 
a vote to be taken on the bill, so that we 
may start the issue on its way to final 
constitutional determination by the men 
who, under our three-branch check-and
balance system of government, have the 
solemn obligation of passing finally on 
constitutional questions. 

With that statement, that prayer, and 
plea, I close my remarks on this subject. 

Mr. President, I should like now to say 
a few words regarding another matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon may proceed. 

AMENDMENT OF SERVICEMEN'S READ
JUSTMENT ACT OF 1944 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap
propriate reference a bill to amend the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 
by providing a secondary market for GI 
loans, so to speak, in respect to the pur
chase of houses by veterans. I shall not 
take the time to read the remarks which 
I intended to make at the time of in
troducing the bill but shall simply ask 
permission to have the bill printed in 
full in the body of the RECORD, to be fol
lowed by the statement which I intended 

to · deliver on the floor of the Senate 
when I introduced the bill, including rea
sons for the enactment of a bill to amend 
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended, and for other purposes. 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be received and 
appropriately referred, and the bill, to
gether with the statements presented by 
the Senator from Oregon, will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2927) to amend the Serv
icemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, and for other purposes, in
troduced by Mr. MORSE, was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944 is hereby further 
amended as follows: 

(1) Change the number of section "511" 
thereof to read "512"; and 

(2) Immediately after section 510 thereof 
insert the following new section: 

"SECONDARY MARKET 

"SEC. 511. (a) The Administrator is au
thorized, empowered, and directed, under 
such terms and conditions as he may pre
scribe, consistent with this act, to pu::chase, 
at a price equal. to the unpaid principal plus 
accrued interest, hereinafter referred to as 
'par,' any residential real-estate loan guar
anteed under sections 501, 502, or 505 (a) of 
this title: Provided, That, ( 1) such loan is 
offered to the Administrator for purchase 
within 5 years of the date of its origin by the 
lender to whom the .evidence of guaranty was 
originally issued, (2) the amount of unpaid 
principal, plus accrued interest, of any loan 
guaranteed before September 1, 1948, shall 
not exceed $12 ,000, (3) the original amount 
of any such loan guaranteed on or after Sep
tember 1, 1948, shall not exceed $7,5:JO, (4) 
the loan shall not be in default at the time 
of purchase, (5) the seller shall enter into an 
agreement with the Administrator that at 
the option of the Administrator the seller 
will service the loan in return for a service 
charge at such rate, not in excess of 1 per
cent per annum of the unpaid balance, es 
may be provided in such agreement, (6) no 
mortgage, if insured after September 1, 1948, 
shall be purchased by the Administrator un
less the mortgagee certifies that the housing 
with respect to which the mortgage was made 
meets the construction standards prescribed 
for insurance of mortgages on the same cl:.:s 
of housing under the National Housing Act, 
as amended: Provided further, That the Ad
ministrator may sell any loan purchased un
der this section at a price not less than par, 
with the primary right of repurchase re
served to the original mortgagee : And p1'0-
vided further, That no mortgage shall be 
purchased by the Administrator from any one 
mortgagee ( 1) unless such mortage is se
cured by property used, or designed to l:e 
used , for residential purposes and (2) if the 
unpaid principal balance thereof, when add
ed to the aggregate amount paid for all 
mortgages purchased and held by the Ad
ministrator from such mortgagee pursu,:nt 
to authority contained herein, exceeds 66 % 
percent of the original principal amou "l t of 
all mortgages made by such mortgagee 
which are guaranteed under sections 5J 1, 
502, or 505 (a ) of the Servicemen's Read
justment Act of 1944, as amended. 

"(b) For the purpose of this section the 
Secretary of the Treasury is hereby author
ized and directed to make available to the 
Administrator such sums as he may request 
from time to time between the effect ive date 
of this section and the expiration of the 
period of time in which loans may be offered 
for purchase pursuant to the terms of this 
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section. Such sums, together with all 
moneys received by the Administrator under 
this section, shall be deposited with the 
Treasurer of the United States in a special 
deposit account, to be disbursed through 
the Division of Disbursement of the Treasury 
Department. On sums so advanced by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, less those amounts 
deposited in miscellaneous receipts under 
subsection (d) hereof the Administrator shall 
pay semiannually to the Treasurer of the 
United States interest at the rate or rates 
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
taking into consideration the current aver
age rate on outstanding marketable obliga
tions of the United States as of . the last day 
of the month preceding the deposit. 

"(c) In order to make such sums available 
to the Administrator the Secretary of the 
Treasury is hereby authorized to use, as a 
public-debt transaction, the proceeds of the 
sale of any security hereafter issued under 
the Second Liberty Bond Act as now in force 
or as hereafter amended, and the purposes 
for which securities may be issued under 
the Second Liberty Bond Act as now in force 
or as hereafter amended are hereby extended 
to include such .purposes. 

"(d) The Administrator shall from time 
to time cause to be deposited into the Treas
ury of the United States, to the credit of 
miscellaneous receipts, such of the funds in 
the special deposit account referred to in 
subsection (b) hereof, as in his judgment 
are not needtj for the purposes hereof, and 
after the last day on which the Administra
tor may purchase loans under this section, 
he shall, with due allowance for outstand
ing commitments, cause to be so deposited 
all sums in said account, and all moneys re
ceived thereafter, representing the repayment 
or recovery of the principal of obligations 
purchased purs•.1ant to this section. Interest 
collected by the Administrator in excess of 
the amount payable by the Administrator 
to the Treasurer pursuant to subsection (b) 
of this section, together with any miscella
neous receipts or credits the disposition of 
which is not otherwise provided for herein, 
shall constitute a reserve for payment of 
losses, if any, and expenses incurred in the 
liquidation of said loans. Without regard 
to any other provisions or limitations of law 
or otherwise (except the provisions of this 
title) the Administrator shall have authority 
in carrying out the functions hereby or 
hereunder vested in him to exercise any and 
all rights of the United States, including 
withcut limitation, the right to take or cause 
to be taken such action as in his judgment 
may be necessary or appropriate for or in 
connection with the custody, management, 
protection, realization, and liquidation of 
assets, to determine the necessary expenses 
and expenditures and the manner in which 
the same shall be incurred, allowed, paid, and 
accounted for and audited, to invest avail
able funds in obligations of the United States, 
to make such rules, regulations, require
ments, and orders as he may deem neces
sary and appropriate, and to employ, utilize, 
compensate, and delegate any of the func
tions hereunder to such persons and such 
corporate or other agencies, including 
agencies of the United States, as he may 
designate." 

SEc. 2. Title III of the National Housing 
Act, as amended, is hereby amended as 
follows: 

( 1) In section 301 (a) ( 1) strike out the 
following: "or guaranteed under section 
501. 502, or 505 (a) of the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended"; and 

(2) Strike out the period at the end of 
section 302 thereof, and insert in lieu thereof 
the follo'Ving: "Provided, That after Septem
ber 1, 1948, the Association shall not be 
authorized further to purchase loans guar
anteed under sections 501, 502, and 505 (a) 
of · the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended." 

XCIV--614 

The statement presented by Mr. MoRSE 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Mr. President, I have introduced today a 
bill designed to allow veterans to take ad
vantage once again, easily and in numbers, 
of the home-loan provisions of the GI bill 
of rights. · 

It is necessary legislation; it is simple, 
single-purpose legislation; it will actually put 
money into the Treasury of the United States, 
rather than drain out funds in the form of 
subsidies. I shall explain briefly what this 
bill (S. 2927) proposes and why it is needed. 
I trust this great body will pass this bill 
with a minimum delay. 

In what were literally the closing min
utes of the last session ot this Congress, 
some 6 weeks ago now, we passed legisla
tion designed to reestablish secondary mar
kets for GI home-loan mortgages. This was 
necessary because, after the Government's 
secondary market for these mortgages had 
been allowed to lapse in i'947, there was a 
marked and alarming decrease in the num
ber of GI home loans. The veterans simply 
could not find lenders when the lenders could 
not find a se<:ondary market. 

The action of 6 weeks ago established a 
secondary market in the Reconstruction Fi
nance Corporation, where it had existed prior 
to midsummer of 1947. Actual working ex
perience with the legislation bas shown, how
ever, that it is unnecessarily restrictive · and 
that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
is tending to handle the problem tn a way 
which underlines the restrictions. 

The present bill (S. 2927) establishes a 
secondary market for GI home-loan mort
gages in the Veterans' Administration, where 
we originally had intended it should be, 
where the veterans want it and where the 
operating personnel is primarily concerned 
with veterans' needs and rights and not with 
banking technicalities. 

S. 2927 would authorize the Veterans· Ad
ministrator to purchase GI home-loan mort
gages at par within 5 years of the date of 
issuan-ee. Where such a loan had been guar
anteed by the Veterans' Administration prior 
to September 1, 1948, the amount of unpaid 
principal, plus accrued interest, could not 
exceed $12,000. The original amount of any 
loan guaranteed on or after September 1, 
1948, could not exceed $7,500. The service 
fee established under the bill would not be 
more than 1 percent. S. 2927 provides that 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall provide 
the Administrator with the funds necessary 
to carry out the purposes of the bill; that 

. these shall be kept in a special deposit ac-
count with the Treasurer of the United 
States; and that the Administrator shall 
pay interest to the Treasurer at a rate to be 
established by the Secretary of the Treas
ury. This is a type of operation with which 
we are all familiar. 

Nothing is wrong with the GI bill of rights, 
as such, but the veterans' home-loan pro
gram has declined alarmingly because of the 
lack of a proper secondary market: S. 2927 
has the single purpose of again making the 
GI bill of rights effective. It is the kind 
of housing legislation which this extraordi
nary session can, and should, pass because 
it is not involved in the great disputes which 
rage around other suggested housing legisla
tion. The market operation which it pro
poses will not cost the Government a cent; 
the record shows that the Government ac
tually has made money on all such mortgage 
operations in the past. 

This proposal has the backing of vet
erans' groups. Its benefits to the veterans 
are obvious. It should be noted that the 
building industry, building labor, and the 
community as a whole· also would benefit 
since increased GI home-loan activity ob
viously will mean increased veterans' home 
building all over the United States. This 

bill provides a simple key to opening up a 
great volume of housing for a great number 
of veterans. This bill should be passNl. 

The following reasons may be cited for 
the enactment of the bill: 

1. Public Law 864, Eightieth Congress, sec
ond session, (S. 2790 introduced by Senator 
JENNER) established a secondary market in 
the Federal National Mortgage Association 
for loans guaranteed under the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act. As the bill was passed 
by the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare this authority would have been placed 
in the Veterans· Administration. However. 
by an amendment submitted by Chairman 
WoLCOTT in the House the authority was 
placed in the Federal National Mortgage As
sociation. In this bill it is proposed to end 
the authority of FNMA to purchase GI loans 
and place the authority in the Veterans' Ad
ministration. The VA guarantees the loans 
and should be authorized to purchase them 
when offered by the original lender. Such 
loans should not be tied up with big banking 
operations of the type handled by the RFC 
and its subsidiaries. 

2. As passed by the Senate, Public Lftw 861 
would have allowed the purchase of 66% 
percent of all GI mortgages offered by any 
one mortgagee. As -changed by the House 
and f'Ubsequently confirmed by the Senate 
this authority was reduced to 25 percent and · 
as now interpreted by the FNMA that 25 per
cent is based on those mortgages made after 
April 30. 1948. This bill would allow the pur
chase of 66% percent of all GI loans made by 
any one mortgagee regardless of the date on 
which they were guaran'~eed. The restricted 
authority of FNMA as contained in 'Public 
Law 864 is no more than a drop in the bucket 
and would not even approach a solution of 
the problem of providing an adequate second
ary market for GI loans. The institutions now 
holding a great volume of these loans need 
liquidity such as is afforded by an adequate 
secondary market in the Federal Government. 

3. Public Law 8e4 as interpreted by FNMA. 
does not allow for the purchase of any mort
gages made before April 30, 1948. This bill 
would provide for the purchase of a per
centage of any GI loans guaranteed prior to 
September 1, 1918 provided the outstanding 
obligation does not exceed $12,000. Under 
Pu":>lic Law 864 loans made after Apl'il 30, 
1948, could be purchased pr.ovided they did 
not exceed $l0,000. Under this bill we would 
limit the amount of such mortgages to $7,500 
guaranteed in the future. The reason for 
these provisions is that we cannot unreason
ably restrict the purchases of mortgages 
hP.retofore made because the veterans already 
have them. The institutions already have 
them in their portfolio and they need a mar
ket for them in order to make new loans to 
veterans for lower priced houses in the future. 
We are definitely limiting future loans to 
lower priced houses for the veterans. 

4. Under Public Law 864 the lending in
stitution from which the FNI\M purchased 
GI loans could be allowed not more than one
half of 1 percent for servicing the loans for 
the FNMA. In this bill we would leave it to 
the Veterans' Administration to determine 
the amount of the service fee provided it 
did not exceed 1 percent of the unpaid prin
cipal. 

5 . . Under Public Law 864 the FNMA was 
authorized to purchase loans of both the 
FHA type and the GI type up to $300,00.0,000. 
Under this bill we authorize the ·veterans' 
Administration to procure necessary sums 
from the Treasury and directs that he shall 
in turn deposit in the Treasury in a special 
deposit account any funds received by the 
Veterans' Administration. According to past 
history of such home-guaranty actions of 
the Federal Government, it is indicated that 
this provision of the secondary market in 
the VA will not cost the Federal Clavernmen t 
any money but rather that the Government 
will make money. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS-ADJOURNMEN:T 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, this 
morning I made the statement that 
there would not be a night session and 
that a statement with reference to re
cessing or adjourning the Senate would 
be made at the £.ppropriate time. 

I want to state at this t ime for the 
RECORD that it has become crystal clear 
that until the Senate's rules on cloture 
are amended it is impossible to take ac
tion on House bill 29, the ant!-1->0ll-tax 
bill. Therefore, the holding of a night 
session in which to attempt to do the im
possible is hypocrisy in its rankest form. 
I think we should be honest and truth
ful not only to ourselves but to the 
American people in making our decision. 
It was determined this morning by the 
majority conference that a vote on clo
ture is out of the question, apparently, 
until the rules of the Senate are amended 
sc as to provide that a cloture petition 
may be filed not only. on a bill or measure, 
but on mot ions, so that all barriers, in
cluding dilatory motions, which prevent 
the Senate's proceeding to the considera
tion of •mportant legislation, may be out
lawed, so to spealc 

I was a member of the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Rules and Admin
istration when it reported the so-called 
Knowland resolution to change the clo
ture rule so as to eliminate dilatory mo
tions in connection with a bill. It is 
my understanding t-hat it is. the inten
tion to appoint a committee to study 
remedial amendments to the rule, and it 
is our feeling that at the beginning of 
another session, the :,;ession next Janu
ary, if possible, we should proceed in 
good faith to change the rule, and should 
make that subject the first order of busi
ness, so that we may be able to apply 
cloture in connection with a motion as 
well as the subject matter of a bill. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. Just a mcment. I 
make this statement only for the reason 
that I made the announcement this 
morning that there would not be night 
sessions, because it is thought that con
tinued night sessions would accomplish 
nothing, that they would be ·futile. We 

. therefore decided that the proper course 

. is to .adjourn so .that we may have a 
morning hour tomorrow for the consid
eration of legislation which may be re
ported under the unanimous-consent 
order which has been entered today, and 
which otherwise might have to lie over. 
I hope we may be able to consider such 
important legislation as I hope will come 
from the Committee on Banking- and 
Currency dealing with anti-inflation 
and other matters which are now before 
the committee. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President-
:ll:lr. WHERRY. Jilst one other matter. 

I shall yield to the minority leader, be
cat:se I think it is a courtesy which should 
al~ays be extended. I regret to state to 
the distinguished Senator from Pennsyl,_ 
vania [Mr. MYERS] that I have told many 
Senators that there would be an immedi
ate adjournment, and asked them to de
lay offertJ!g routine matters or inserting 
articles in the RECORD . until tomorrow 
morning, if they would agree to .that, and 
all to whom I spoke did agree. There-

fore I yield to the minority leader, and 
I beg other Senators not to ask me to 
yield to them. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I desired to have the 
Senator yield to me to suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 

merely wish to state that the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska is cor
rect in vhat he .says; he did request that 
I not ask him to yield. I thought he 
might appreciate confirmation of his 
statement. 

Mr. WHERRY. I do; I thank the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. BARKLEY. My reason for sug
gesting the absence of a quorum, which 
I do without taking the Senator from the 
floor, although under the rules it would 
deprive him of the floor, is that I may 
want to ask him a question or two or 
make a statement with regard to what he 
has said. I suggest the absence of a. 
quorum. 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield for that pur
pose. I say to the distinguished Senator 
-from Kentucky, and also to the other 
Members of the Senate, that I would 
rather the Senator would ask me his 
questions now, because I intend to make 
a motion that the Senate adjourn . 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would rather have 
a larger attendance. 

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. I merely 
wanted the Senate to know that I in
tended to make a motion to adjourn. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that, 
and it was in connection with that that 
I suggested the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFi CER. The ab
sence of a quorum is suggested, and tl;le 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Butler 
Byrd . 
Cain 
Capper 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
E~stlaad 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Feazel 
Ferguson 

·Flanders 
Fulbright 
Green 
GurnEy 
Hatch 

Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hicken looper 
Hill 
Hoey 
HJlla nd 
Ives 
Jenner 
J ohnson, Colo . 
Johnston , S. C. 
Kern 
K ilgore 
Knowland 
Langer . 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarthy 
Mcc:ellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Martin 
Ma y bank 
Millikin 
Moore 

· ' Morse 
Murray 

Myers 
O'Conor 
O 'Mahoney 
P epper 
Revercomb 
Robert son, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkma n 
Stennis 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla . 
Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Tobey 
Tydings 
Umst ead 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wlley 
Williams 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty
five Senators having .answered to their 
nam_es, a quorum is present. 
. Mr. BARKLEY . . Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the minority 
leader · for an observation. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. M~. President, 1 ask 
unanimous consent ·that without ·taking 
the Senator from Nebraska from the floor 
I may not only ask him a question, but 
make a brief observation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ap
preciate what the Senator from Ne
braska, the acting majority leader, has 
said in regard to the present status of the 
rules of the Senate. There is no need to 
reiterate what has happened here in the 
past. When I was confr.onted with the 
same situation which confronts him I re
peat edly stated that I favoreu an amend
ment to the rules of the Senate so that it 
would not be impotent when a well
organized group of a few Senators, or 
many, as the case might be, could, if they 
wished, tie up legislation indefinitely. 

The other day when the Chair ruled 
against the cloture petition filed by the 
Senator from Nebraska, I then took the 
pm:it ion, which I felt was justified, that 
when the S::mate adopted rule XXII it 
really thought it was bringing about the 
termination of debate on any matter 
which was pending before it, which was 
the subject pf extended debate, which 
has come to be known as a fililmster. I 
still entertain that viewpoint. But -the 
Chair ruled otherwise, and there is now 
an appeal from that decision pending. 

I do not know bow lon-v it will take to 
· amend the rules of the Senate. . There 
bas been a resolution on .the calendar 
for 17 months to amend the rules of the 
Senate. So far as I recall, no effort has 
. been made to bring that resolution be-
fore the Senate for consideration, and no 
motion has been made to take it up. I 
reaEze that on such ·a motion the same 
course could be pursued as on the motion 
now pending. But sooner or later the 
Senate, it seems to me, must determine 

_that it must lift froin itself the pall of 
impotence ·in which -it finds itself now, 
and in which it may find itself even when 
a motion is made to take up a resolution 
to amend the rules. 

Surely, the Senate of the · United 
States, which is regarded here and 
throughout the world as the greatest, 
and sometimes I have said, the most de
liberative body in the world, which has 
come to be the last remnant of real demo
cratic action in a legislative sense, can
not forever go on and e,dmit that it is im
possible for it to adopt rules under which 
it may proceed. Therefore I not only 
am now, .but have been .in the past, and 
shall continue in the future, so long as 
I am a Member of this body, to be earn
estly in favor of an amendment of the 
Senate rules that will make it possible 
for the Senate to function under any 

.conditions which may . arise in the de
liberations of this body and in the con·
sideration. of legislation. It is a situ
ation and · a condition which does not 
prevail in any .other legislative body in 
the world. No State legislature is 
handicapped by any such impotenee as 
that which now afflicts us. 

I recognize the sincerity and the good 
faith of those who have precipitated this 
situation by exercising the right given to 
them under the rules of the Senate. Yet 
in spite of the sincerity which we accord 
to them, I think ·they themselves must 
admit that we cannot forever go along 
as a deliberative body without some 
halter -upon unlimited debate or un
limited delay in the consideration of 
legislation. · 
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So I wanted to say to the Senator from 

Nebraska, that, notwithstanding the fact 
that for 17 months there has been on the 
calendar a resolution to amend the 
rules-and no effort has heretofore been 
made to bring it up-and I presume no 
effort is to be made to bring it up at 
this session-whenever it comes up, at 
this session or at the next session, I am 
in favor of such an amendment of the 
rules as will make it possible for the 
Senate of the United States to f'tmction 
as an ordinary legislative body. So 
much for that. 

Now the Senator from Nebraska is pro
posing to move to adjourn this day's ses
sion. I wanted to make this observation 
before he moved to adjourn, because it 
would be impossible to make it after such 
a motion. We have been here now sev
eral days debating the motion to proceed 
to the consideration of House bill 29. 
The cloture petition was filed, or an at
tempt was made to file a cloture petition 
on Monday. The Chair held it could not 
be filed under the rule because it was 
not a "measure" within the meaning of 
the rule. From that the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. TAFT] appealed. That appeal 
is debatable no less thari the motion it
self is debatable, and theoretically we 
are now debating the appeal from the 
decision of the Chair. If the motion ·to 
adjourn prevails, the motion to take up 
the bill lapses, and the appeal of the 
Senator from Ohio from the decision of 
the Chair also lapses, and what we have 
been doing here for now nearly a week 
will end in futility, because the whole 
thing lapses and goes down in defeat, 
since the motion itself to consider the 
anti-poll-tax bill will lapse on a motion 
to adjourn, if it is adopted. For that 
reason I felt the Senate ought to know 
the effect of its vote to adjourn today. 

So far as I can see, the situation is just 
the same as it was when the Senator from 
Nebraska made his motion last week. 
There is no business now on the calendar 
which was not on it then. The Senator, 
I think, hopes that there will be some
thing on the calendar, maybe tomorrow. 
But it is not on it now. We have heard 
rumors that a joint committee has been 
appointed-not a bipartisan committee, 
but a joint committee of the Committees 
on Banking and Currency of the two 
Houses, a joint Republican committee of 
those two committees-to survey the sit
uation to see whether some kind of legis
lation might be brought forth. It is 
probably not within my mouth to ques
tion the propriety of calling a partisan 
subcommittee, instead of a bipartisan 
subcommittee, as frequently and usually 
is done. .But be that as it may, we do not 
know what will come out of that joint 
Republican committee. 

I understand the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency of the Senate has pro
ceeded today to hold further hearings 
on the question of inflation and the cost 
of living. We do not know how long the 
committee will consider that subject, nor 
what they will bring here tomorrow or 
any other day. So that today, so far as 
the calendar is concerned, the situation 
is precisely what it was when the Sen
ator from Nebraska made his motion 
last week. I wanted the Senate to un
derstand that if we vote to adjourn today, 

we vote to nullify all we have done up to 
now on H.~. 29, and we go right back to 
where we w~re when we started. There 
will be a morning hour tomorrow, and it 
will be in order, for any Senator who· 
feels it his duty to do so, to question the 
approval of the Journal, and that is de
batable. Whenever it is brought in ques
tion, no other business can be performed 
ty the Senate until the Journal is ap
proved. So we find ourselves again tied 
into a bowknot in respect to the pro
cedure of the Senate; all of which, in my 
judgment, without regard to politics or 
predilections, the American people will 
regard as a travesty upon free enterprise 
in the way of legislation before the Sen
ate of the United States. 

I do not believe any Senator can gain
say the suggestion that the American 
people do not understand all the maneu
vers and all the parliamentary devices 
the Senate may resort to in order not to 
transact its business. Regardless of who 
may be responsible for it, I think the 
whole Senate of the United States will 
lose in the est eem of the American people 
if we do not find a way by which to legis
late in any circumstances that may arise 
in the Senate of the United States. 
Therefore I wish to say that Hhen the 
Senator makes his motion to adjourn, in 
view of the effect of an adjournment I 
shall ask for a yea-and-nay vote upon 
the motion. 

I tha1J.k the Senator for yielding to me. 
Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. WHERRY. I yielded with the firm 

commitment that I would yield only to 
the minority leader. Fifteen or twenty 
Senators have asked me for time to make 
insertions in the RECORD, and they very 
graciously have consented to wait until 
tomorrow. For that reason I am fore
closed from yielding to any other Sena
tor at this time. I regret it; but in view 
of the fact that that announcement has 
been made, I must stand by that agree
ment, because I want to be absolutely 
fair so long as I am the acting majority 
leader. 

Mr. TOBEY. I was merely going to 
help the Senator. 

Mr. WHERRY. I certainly want help, 
I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. TOBEY. I think the Senator 
needs it. 

Mr. WHERRY. Perhaps I do. I am 
not. through yet. 

Mr. President, I was one member of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration which reported 
the resolution to which the minority 
leader has referred. I am in total agree
ment with what he said about the rule. 
He emphatically has brought to the at
tention of the American people the fact 
that when 15 or 20 or 30 Senators unite 
in an effort to prevent a vote by endless 
debate, we cannot do a thing; and that 
the present rules of the Senate relative 
to cloture do not apply to a motion. 

At least we have done one thing this 
week. We have demonstrated to the 
American people that until the rules of 
the Senate are changed there can be 
endless debate if a sufficient number of 
Senators band themselves together to 
thwart a vote by the use of the rules. I 
think the American people know that. 
I hope they do, because I think they 

should know the truth about the situa
tion which confronts :1s in this special 
session. I think they should know that 
we knew when we started that in a spe
cial session of 12 or 15 days it would be 
an absolute physical impossibility to 
break endless debate on a question so 
controversial as is the poll tax. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. Just :--. moment, until 
I finish my remarks. 

I agree witil the distiaguished majority 
leader that in times gone by, while I 
have been a Member of this body, he 
has done the very thing which we are 
attempting to do now. We are telling 
the people of the country that we are 
not going to hold night sessions. To my 
way of thinking, te do so would simply be 
hypocrisy. 

I am going back to my State, and to the 
city of Omaha, and tell those who are 
interested in the anti-poll-tax legisla
tion that I did my level best to bring it 
to a vote, and that we could not obtain 
a vote because of the rules of the Sen
ate. I want to be honest about it. I do 
not want to say that I instituted night 
sessions for 2 or 3 nights when I knew 
when I did so that we would have to 
abandon the effort because we could not 
accomplish our purpose. Let l!S be 
honest. Let us tell the American people 
the truth. I am not going to be the 
one who moves for night sessions. This 
question arose because of requests that 
there should be no night session tonight. 
I will not subscribe to a policy which de
ceives the American people. We are 
going to tell tl').em the truth, and that 
is the truth. 

With respect to adjournment, I agree 
with the minority leader that when the 
motion to adjourn is agreed to we shall 
get back to the unfinished business. In 
the morning hour motions may be made. 
Senators may do as they please about 
adjournment. Senators who wish to 
offer amendments to any legislation, in
cluding the poll-tax amendment, may 
offer such amendments to any legisla
tion which is considered by the Senate. 

Mr. President, my firm belief is that 
the majorjty in their conference this 
morning took the right course. I sub
scribed to it. In fact, I advised it. So 
I am ready now to make the motion to 
adjourn. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I agreed not to yield 
to any Senator other than the minority 
leader. He was on his feet a moment 
ago. If he wishes me to yield again, I 
shall be glad to do so. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is too late now. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate adjourn until tomorrow 
at noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Nebraska. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. BusH
FIELD] and the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
REED] are necessarily absent. 
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The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE], and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. WILSON] are detained on official 
business. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is 
unavoidably detained. 

The Senator from Georgia LMr. 
GEORGE], who is unavoidably detained, 
would vote "yea" if present. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc
CARRANJ and the Senator from Texas 
fMr. O'DANIEL] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. WAG
NER], who is necessarily absent, would 
vote "nay" if present. 

The result was announced-yeas 69, 
nays 16, as follows: 

Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 

·Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capper 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Feazel 
Ferguson 
Flanders 

·Barkley 
Downey 
Green 
Hatch 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kilgore 

YEAS-69 
Fulbright 
Gurney 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
-.Jenner 
Johnston S. C. 
Kern 
Knowland 
Langer 
Lodge 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McKellar 
Martin 
M'l.ybank 
Millikin 
Moore 

NAYS-16 
Lucas 
McGrath 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Murray 
Myers 

Morse 
O'Conor 
O'Mahoney 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkrrian 
Stennis 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thye 
Tobey 
Tydings 
Umstead· 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

Pepper 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 

NOT VOTING-11 
· BuEhfleld McCarran 
. Capehart Malone 
Chavez O'Daniel 
George Reed 

Wagner 
White 
Wilson 

So Mr. WHERRY's motion was agreed 
·to; and <at 4 o'clock and 34 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to
. morrow, Thursday, August 5, 1948, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

HOUSE· OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, AuGusT 4, 1948 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. C. Howard Lambdin, pastor of 

St. Luke's Methodist Church, Washing
ton, D. C., offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal and everlasting Father, we in

voke Thy divine guidance upon us as we 
begin the official duties of this day. En
able us, we pray Thee, in a world of many 
voices, to hear now and always the "still 
small voice within"; not only may we 
hear it, but may we heed it as well. 

The demands made upon our lives are 
many and our responsibilities are great. 
Help us, dear Father, to remember that 
we are Thy children and also that we 
are Thy workmen. Thou art depending 
on us to be "laborers together with Thee" 
for the building of Thy kingdom on earth. 

Save us from selfishness, which would 
keep us from such sacred service, and in-

crease our devotion to the highest good 
that we may become the servants of 
righteousness. · 

We pray Thy blessing on our land apd 
our Nation, on the President of these 
United States, and on the Members of 
the Congress, and on all others who help 
to carry the responsibilities of leadership. 
May a great integrity of character be 
.with all of our leaders, and may they be 
men and women after Thine own heart. 

Hasten the day, 0 Lord, when a just, 
honorable, and desirable peace shall 
come to all nations on our earth, when 
"nation shall not lift up -;word against 
nation, neither shall they learn \7ar any 
more." 

Bless us this day and every day ; and 
when, good :...,ather, our days of labor 
are over, grant to each of us safekeep
ing with Thee. Through Jesus Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
Monday, August 2, 194~, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
. dent of the United States was communi
. cated to the House by Mr. Nash, one of 
his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the President pro tempore has ap
pointed Mr. LANGER and Mr. McKELLAR 
members of the joint select committee on 
the part of the Senate, as provided for 
in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled "An 
act to provide for the disposition of cer
tain records of the United States Gov
ernment," for the disposition of execu
tive papers in the following departments 
and agencies: 

1. Department of Agriculture. 
2. Departments of the Army and th'e 

Air Force. 
3. Department of Justice. 
4. Department of the Navy. 
5. Post Office Department. 
6. Housing and Home Finance Agency . 
7. Office of Selective Service Records. 
8. Veterans' Administration. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. POTTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow, 
after any special orders heretofore en
tered, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS] may be permitted to address 
the House for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Mr. POTTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. POTTS. Mr. Speaker, in June 

1947, the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries was much disturbed 
about the shipment of oil to Russia from 
this country because we knew there was 

a shortage of oil to take care of the needs 
of the Army and Navy and the civilian 
needs of last year's very cold winter. 
Consequently, the committee held hear
ings at that time to inquire into the sit
uation. 

There were then loading on the Pa
cific coast three tank-ers flying the Rus
sian flag. These were American-owned 
tankers loaned to Russia under lend
lease and which she r-efused to retur-n to 
us. Yet here they were in our waters, and 
we were filling them with our own much
needed oil for shipment to the same 
country which rP.fused to return these 
ships to us. 

One of the witnesses called at the hear
ings was Mr. William C. F'oster, Under 
Secretary of Commerce. The amazing 
part of his testimony v:as the utter dis
regard which he displayed of a rEquest 
of the chairman of the committee made 
to him by telephone that the ships be not 
licensed to sail. The Con.merce Depart
ment seemingly expedited the licenses 
because they were issued the same morn-

. ing that the chairman rEquested they 
be held up. The testimony on the point 
is as follow~: 

Mr. BRADLEY. In . relation to the _ ships we 
have loading cut in my district, Long Beach, 
San Pedro, and so on, for Russia, did I Ull
qerstand you to say that it is the intention 
of the Department to grant the export 1~
censes so that those ships can load a~d g~t 
away? 

Mr. FosTER. Yes, sir; there are three ships 
out there at the moment, and we have actu
ally issued the licenses on those three. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I was interested because I 
_have had a great many inquiries along that 
line, and there is nothing confidential in that 
information. 

Mr. FoSTER. Nothing. No, sir. 
Mr .. BRADLEY. Thank you . . 
Mr. FosTER. That was licensed this morn

ing. 
The CHt.IRMAN. That was licensed . this 

morning; after I made a request on ·behalf of 
this committee thact they not be licensed to 
go you licensed them to go this morning. -

Mr. FosTER. That's right, sir. I still .have 
. no official request from the committee. 

The _ CHAIRMAN. You have a .telegram, 
. don't you? 

Mr. FOSTER. No, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Didn't you get that? 
Mr. FosTER. I have not had any telegram 

from the committee. 
The CHAIRMAN. What? . 
Mr. FosTER. I hav~ had no telegram from 

the committee. 
The CHAIRMAN. You received one signed by 

. the chairman, didn't you? 
Mr. FOSTER. No, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. I called you about it._ 
Mr. FosTER. You called me and told me 

over the phone that you were sending one. 
The CHAIRMAN. And I told you I was mak

ing a request then. 
Mr. FosTER. And I said I would be very 

glad to take it into consideration, as we do 
all such requests. 

The CHAIRMAN. The consideration you gave 
was that after the request was made you 
licensed it. 

Mr. FosTER. That is correct, sir. 

This morning's news clarifies the pic
ture. William W. Remington, accused 
of giving Government information and 
material to Elizabeth T. Bentley, erst
while Russian spy and Communist, is 
the · director of the Commerce Depart
ment's export-programs staff. Now the 
reason for the haste in licensing these 
oil-bearing ships is apparent. We have a 
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tie-up between the Commerce Depart
ment and Russia and a cabal to sell 
America down the river to Russia and to 
use our own ships to do it. 

I respectfully suggest to the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities 
that it undertake an investigation of the 
licensing of those ships by the Com
merce Department in the light of what 
has come to view in the last few days. 

Last winter the veterans in my district 
living in Quonset huts were very cold 
from lack of fuel oil. Now they can 
understand the reason. 

DALLAS COUNTY'S FffiST 1948 BALE 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, it should 

be of interest that the first bale of the 
1948 cot ton crop was the best ever pro
duced and prepared for market in Dallas 
County, Ala., and was sold at auction July 
28, at $1.14 per pound, or $525.54 for the 
bale. 

Of course, the sale of the first bale of 
each new crop is quite an event, and the 
price bid is no criterion of the regular 
market, but when the market history re
cords millions of bales that have been 
sold in the routine way on the regular 
market for 5 cents a pound, or $20 a bale, 
or less, the record price paid for this 
first bale must have thrilled the hearts 
of the grower and ginner because of the 
tribute to their skill and diligence. It 
is also strong incentive for emulat ion. 

May I read you the gist of the first
page article from the Selma Times
Journal: 

Dallas County's first bale of 1948 cotton 
was auct ioned at 10 a. m. Wednesday at the 
Cotton Exchange at a record-breaking price 
of $1 .14 per pound, paid by Anderson Clay
ton Cot ton Co.'s represent ative, Ned CUlver
house. The bale was classed as strict mid
dling with a 1.31-inch staple and weighed 
460 pounds. It was consigned to the Dallas 
Compress. 

Bidding opened at 73 cents by I. J. Hix, 
representing the Selma Retail Merchants As
sociat ion, the compresses, cotton buyers, an d 
other friends of the farmer who stated that 
a premium price had been assured by these 
groups. The bid leaped to 75 cents on Cul
verhouse 's nod and R. B. Woodfin of the 
R. B. Woodfin Cotton Co. entered the bid
ding, continuing neck and neck with Culver
house until the bale finally touched the 
$1.14 mark, unprecedented in local cotton 
history. Other bids were recorded as the 
cotton buyers pushed the bale upward. 

w. P . Welch, auctioneer, called attention 
to t he fact tl;lat it was produced on the J. A. 
Minter place, 12 miles east of Selma, by An
d rew Harrison, Negro tenant, who received 
$525.54 for the bale. It was ginned on one 
of t he lat est and finest gins in the State, 
and t he only gin in Alabama having a lint 
clean er through which cotton passes after 
being ginned, to remove all trash. 

BEST NEW BALE 

Cotton men said that the bale was the best 
new bale ever brought to Selma as to grade 
and staple. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 

in the RECORD and include an article en· 
titled "Ralph H. Cameron, a Biographi
cal Sketch," by James M. Barney, Arizona 
historian. 

Mr. SANBORN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. ARNOLD asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD in two instances. 

Mr. O'HARA asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. STEFAN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include a statement. 
ALLOCATION OF FEDERAL-AID IDGHW A Y 

FUNDS 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker. on April 

8. 1948, when the Federal Aid Highway 
Act of 1948 was before the House for 
consideration, I asked the following 
question of Hon. PAUL CuNNINGHAK, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on High
ways of the Committee on Public Works, 
who was in charge of the bill on the 
:floor: 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. WELCH. The bill authorizes an appro
priation of $500,000,000 as Federal ~id to the 
several States for fiscal years 1950, 1951, and 
1952. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is right. 
Mr. WELCH. Is there anything in this bill 

that would . preclude a State highway com
mission from allocating any part of the 
funds allocated to a State to be used within 
an incorporated city and county? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Not at all (there is) the 
portion allocated for the counties and the 
portion allocated to the urban areas. 

Mr. WELCH. I desire to congratulate the 
Committee on Public Works. its splendid 
chairman, and committee for bringing this 
constructive measure to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, regardless of this clear 
and concise answer on the part of the 
Committee on Public Works which re
ported this bill to the House, the State 
Highway Commission of the State of Cal
ifornia has interpreted the law so as to 
prevent the city and county of San Fran
cisco from receiving benefits under this 
act. 

San Francisco is a city and county. 
The city and county embrace identically 
the same territory and are one. That 
San Francisco is a county in every sense 
of the word has been so decided by the 
Supreme Court of the State of California. 

In this bill Congress authorized a total 
of $1,500,000,000 to be allocated to the 
several States over a period of 3 years. 
The State of California is receiving its 
proportionate share annuaUy. There
fore the city and county of San Fran
cisco is entitled to its proportionate al
location of the sums allocated to the 
State of California. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

can it be possible that this Congress will 
yield to the importunate pressure that is 
being exerted upon it to divert a huge 
amount of building material and labor 
from the home-building industry to be 
used for the construction of a palace for 
UN to house Stalin's agents, and thus 
deprive the families of our veterans of 
many thousands of vitally needed homes, 
and to still further fan the flames of 
in:tlation? 

It is now beyond dispute that StaEn 
has a horde of agents in the UN, and 
all the other international organizations. 
but particularly the UN. directing Amer
ican Communists to overthrow the 
United States Government. Read the 
testimony of Robert C. Alexander. As
sistant Chief, Visa Division, Department 
of State, before the Revercomb commit
tee. There is much other evidence. 

Do you suppose that Stalin would have 
nominated, through his representative, 
Trygve Lie for Secretary General of UN 
if Stalin had not been sure that Trygve 
Lie is a dyed-in-the-wool Communist 
and supporter of his? 

Mr. Marriner Eccles. for many years 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System, and one of 
the best informed men in the United 
States on our natj mal finances. disap
proved before the Banking and Cur
rency Committee yesterday the spend
ing of any money for housing the UN at 
the present time. He :lurther stated that 
this matter should l>e delayed until we 
see what develops in the ~nternational 
situation. 

In talking with the Members about 
this proposal; I am convinced that the 
vast majority of them are opposed to it. 
Many of them, however, have indicated 
they intend to vote for it merely for po
litical reasons. 

America will rue the day that this bill 
pas3es, if it should pass. 

Who is bidding for the rallical vote 
now? 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article by Mark 
Sullivan. 

Mr. McGARVEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
itECORD and include a briei letter and 
statement. 

Mr. IllLL asked and 'uas given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and to include an editorial from 
the New York Times. 

Mr. CROW ask.ed and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 
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VETERANS' HOUSING 

Mr. CROW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CROW. Mr. Speaker, under the 

GI bill the Congress gave the veterans of 
World War II credit to the amount of 
$120,000,000,000 by the provision granting 
each veteran a $4,000 loan guaranty. 
Of this huge sum only $7,000,000,000 has 
been used. 

I charged President Truman with :fail
ure to use the powers vested in him -~o · 
see that this bill worked and I charge 
the Veterans' Administration with de
liberately side-stepping and ignoring 
their duty to aid the veteran in securing 
housing or homes. The Veterans' Ad
ministration has made it practically im
possible to secure loans from local banks 
because of their unnecessary red tape. 

The President says that the T-E-W bill 
is the answer to the veterans' housing 
problem. This bill will only supply low
cost-rental housing for the low-income 
group and, therefore, will not supply any 
hous~s for the public to purchase. 

Mr. Speaker, I extend my own remarks 
in the RF.CORD entitled "Truman's Mis
representations to Veterans," and I hope 
that all of the Members of this House will 
read these remarks because they do show 
up the failure of this administration and 
the truth about the T-E-W bill. 

TRUMAN'S MISREPRESENTATION TO VETERANS 

I have with due respect restrained my
self from more than passing comment on 
Presicient Truman's previous messages to 
the combined Houses of Congress, but 
this I can no longer do and keep my self
respect in the eyes of my folks back in 
Pennsylvania. 

Patiently I listened Tuesday, July 27, 
for some words of wisdom upon which I 
could rally, with my colleagues, to the 
Chief Executive's suggestions to solve 
some of the Nation's ills. All I heard 
was the same buck-passing charges aimed 
at Congress in an anemic effort to cover 
his own shortcomings and failures as 
President of the United States. · 

What sheer demagoguery was the Pres
ident's words in a continued effort to fool 
the veteran about housing. Listen to 
what he said: 

A good housing bill, Senate bill 866, known 
as the Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill, passed the 
Senate on April 22. This bill would provide 
aid to the cities in clearing slums and in 
building low-rent housing projects. It 
would give extensive aid to the private home
building industry. It includes provision for 
farm housing and research to bring down 
building costs. It contains many other pro
visions, all aimed at getting more housing 
at lower prices and at lower rents. 

He continued: 
This is the bill we need. We need it now, 

not a year from now. 
If this legislation is passed this summer, 

it will be possible to start immediately the 
production of more houses of the kind our 
families need, at prices they can afford to 
pay. If it is not passed now, the Eighty-first 
Congress will have to start all over again with 
a new housing bill. In that case, we might 
lose a full year in meeting our national hous
ing need. 

Those words constitute a despicable 
misrepresentation of fact to the veterans 
of this Nation. 

The Servicemen's Readjustment Act, 
better known as the GI bill, was passed 
by the Congress in 1944. It provides 
$120,000,000,000 credit for housing of vet
erans and the Veterans' Administration 
says to date only $7,000,000 ,000 has been 
contracted for, leaving a balance of $113,-
000,000,000 still there for the use of vet
erans. 

Oh, I know, charges will be made that 
the bill has not worked. That prices are 
too high. That the banks will not lend 
the money without substantial down pay
ments. 

All of these charges may be true and 
contribute to an existing condition, but 
for more than 2 years President Truman 
bas had it within his power to make the 
bill work and he has not done one thing 
about it. 

Under the War Powers Acts and under 
the Constitution, the President is charged 
as Chief Executive to see to it that our 
legislation does work, or do something 
about it. 

I charge that the Veterans' Adminis
tration is and has deliberately side
stepped and ignored the veterans' hous
ing problems and furthermore that the 
President of the United States has failed 
to see to it that the multi-billion-dollar 
housing provision of the GI bill has func-
tioned properly. · 

Have you ever heard of . the West 
Virginia housing plan?. The President 
has. The Veterans' Administration has. 
I admit it is only one of many good plans 
now being employed to give the veteran 
housing, but it is working today in West 
Virginia and several other States where 
enterprising corporations have taken an 
aggressive step. This plan calls for cor
porations to construct housing for their 
veteran employees to whom it is sold 
without profit through facilities of local 
financing institutions, using GI guaran
ties. The housing is constructed by pri
vate enterprise. 

I have tried vainly to get the Veterans' 
Administration to seek the help of cor
porations in solving their veteran em
ployees' housing problems. I have been 
told that the VA is solely an administra
tive office and that it cannot promote any 
one part of the GI bill. But every day on 
the radio I hear a tremendous propagan
da program promoting the retention of 
war insurance by vets. 

I am advised that there are more than 
4,000,000 veterans employed by corpora
tions. The West Virginia plan is not 
suggested as a cure-all, but it is working 
successfully in several States. In the 
3,000-word rehash of New Deal tripe that 
I endured Tuesday I did not hear one 
practical suggestion to solve the housing 
problem. 

The T-E-W bill, last session known as 
the wet bill and currently referred to as 
the T-E-W-WET bill, was declared to be 
the bill to do the job. Let us look at the 
record. On page 159 of the T-E-W bill 
hearings before the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee one of the sponsors 
of the bill, Senator TAFT, in reply to a 
question said, and I quote: 

May I say this T-E-W bill has nothing to 
do with the shortage of houses. The public 

housing has nothing to do with the emer
gency or the present shortage of houses. It 
is solely a social-welfare program like the 
long-term educational program. 

Thus Senator TAFT, one of the au
thors of the bill, repudiates the Presi
dent's contention that the T-E-W bill will 
alleviate the housing shortage. 

You will remember the President said 
this bill will start immediate production 
of the kind of houses our families need. 
Yet Senator TAFT during the debate on 
the T-E-W bill in the Senate said, and I 
quote: 

It takes a long time to buy land and de
cide where houses are to be built and to get 
together all the parties concerned, both local 
and Federal. I should guess that it would 
take nearly 10 years to complete this pro
gram. 

Is that immediate housing for vet
erans? 

At another point in the debate Sen
ator TAFT said, and I quote: 

In public housing there must be a metro
politan housing authority, contracts must 
be worked out, and plans must be drafted 
and shown to the Federal authority before 
a contract can be made. So I should say it 
would require a full year to get started on 
any public housing project. 

Thus on Senator TAFT's own state
ment low-rent housing under the T-E-W 
bill could not be started until late in 
1949 or early in 1950. Is that immediate 
housing for veterans? 

Then, during the debate on the Sen
ate ftoor we find in the RECORD admis
sion that the extension of title VI of the 
FHA, the private enterprise section of 
the bill, was tacked onto this omnibus 
monstrosity to insure passage of the 
federally subsidized public housing sec
tion of the bill. 

Members of Congress who have been 
closest to this legislation recently issued 
a report of the Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report. Senator TAFT was 
chairman of that committee, and my 
esteemed colleague the gentleman from 
Michigan, Representative JESSE P. WoL
COTT, able chairman of the House Bank
ing and Currency Committee, was vice 
chairman. On page 34 of the report I 
find, and quote: 

So far as stabilization is concerned, lt 
would be better to concentrate publicly pro
moted housing construction in periods of 
low employment. 

Senator TAFT said on May 17 during 
debate on the public-works bill, and I 
quote from the CONGRESSIONAL RE.C.ORD: 

We cannot add $7,000,000,000 worth of 
houses in a year to all the other programs 
and still hope that finally we shall be able 
to prevent inflation. 

He continued to say that if we do fol
low a plan of public spending during a 
period of high employment and maxi
mum use of materials it would result in 
a general increase in all costs, a gen
eral increase in the price of every kind 
of material for which industry competes, 
and a competition of labor and mate
rials which would seriously embarrass the 
country. 

In his very opening statement Presi
dent Truman said that he had called 
this special session to curb inflation and 
to do something about housing. We 
all know that materials and workers are 
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being employed to the maximum. We 
know that we are starting new houses at 
the rate of about 1,000,000 a year right 
now. If we accede to the President's 
demands we defeat the very purpose for 
which he says he has called this special 
session. I am confident the learned gen
tlemen who comprised the Joint Com
mittee on the Economic Report weighed 
much more carefully their conclusions 
than did the President his contentions. 

I recently saw a documented state
ment showing that 6,000,000 persons 
have been housed with new construction 
since the end of the war. This figure 
was arrived at by multiplying the num
ber of new permanent housing units con
structed since the end of the war-
2,000,000-by the average family of three. 

Last year 840,000 new housing units 
were completed. In the first 6 months 
of this year, 44.9,700 have been started. 
This figure is 23 percent more than the 
first 6 months of 1947. That is pretty 
potent proof that housing is being con
structed in the good old American way, 
by private industry. 

I find that the· FHA reports that the 
average cost of a house insured by that 
agency is $7.900. With a $1 ,000 down 
payment that would cost about $50 a 
month to finance, including all carrying 
charges, interest, and amortization. If 
the average cost was $7,900 then con
siderable of this housing must have been 
at a cost less than $7,900. 

I find in the joint committee's report, 
on page 34, this statement: 

The report contains r.n unsupportable 
stat ement that "most of the housing is being 
built for families in the higher income brack
ets." The Bureau of Labor Statistics has 
just released information concerning new 
nonf. .. rm one-family homes for which con
struction was started during the second 
quarter of 1947. Half of these homes cost 
less than $6,700 to build and 20 percent of 
them cost less than $3,250. Only 10 percent 
cost $9,250 or over. While these are building 
costs, not selling prices, it is clear that the 
sit uation they depict does not even remotely 
resemble that suggested by the report. 

The President said that most of the 
housing now being built for sale or rent 
is priced far out of reach of the mod
erate-income family. This does not seem 
to be borne out by facts. 

Now, what about this T-E-W bill that 
the President has recommended? My 
study has revealed: 

First. It will increa.se the cost of gov
ernment and the ta~ burden in conflict 
with the announced policy of the Con
gress to reduce Government costs and 
taxes~involves expenditures and com
mitments totaling $9,602,500,000, $6,400,-
000,000 of which is direct subsidy for 
Government-owr:ed housing. It will cost 
each man, woman, and child in the 
United States $68. 

Second. It bypasses the Appropria
tions Committee of the Congress. The 
Administrator of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency is authorized to draw in 
excess of $9,000,000,000 from the Federal 
Treasury without prior appropriati0n by 
Congress. Of this, $6,950,000,000 could 
be drawn without prior appropriation by 
Congress under .terms which commit the 
Congress to subsequent approval. Two 
billion six hundred and ten million dol
lars would be made available without any 

appropriation procedure whatsoever. 
This is a wholly unprecedented and un
thinkable departure from the principle 
of congressional control of public purse 
strings. 

Third. It makes the Administrator of 
HHFA virtual dictator over the home
construction industry, and gives him dic
tatorial powers with respect to housing 
over the lives of millions of American 
families. 

Under the powers conferred on him in 
title III and with money made available 
ostensibly for housing research under 
th~t title, he will have the power to de
velop a great political propaganda ma
chine to control completely the housing 
industry and home ownership in this 
country. It opens the door wide for 
perpetuation and enlargement of this 
bureaucratic control. Scientific research 
should be placed in the hands of scien
tifically trained and scientifically minded 
men and should never be trusted to the 
domination of a political agency. 

Through his power as supervisor of 
the Home Loan Bank Board and as 
presidf'nt and sole repository of all the 

. powers of the National Home Mortgage 
Corporation , created by the bill to sup
port the secondary market, he has un
limited power to expand or contract 
home-mortgage credit. He can strangle 
the industry at any time it suits his 
fancy. He can deny the privileges of 
home ownership by arbitrarily restricting 
mortgage credit. 

His power to allocate 500,000 units of 
public housing to the various States 
would give him great political power and 
patronage. 

Fourth. Socialized Government-owned 
housing does not clear slums. Although 
the original United States Housing Act 
required that an equivalent number of 
slum houses be removed for every public 
housing unit constructed, less than one
third of the 155,000 units of public hous
ing built to date were constructed in 
slum 2-reas. 

Areas of our metropolitan cities which 
have become blighted with slums which 
can be rehabilitated by enforcement of 
local sanitary and building laws should 
be improved in this fashion. The city of 
Baltimore· has, in a short time, improved 
more than 8,000 units in this fashion, at 
a cost to the city of less than $50,000, 
and made them available at monthly 
rentals substantially lower than public 
housing rents and with no subsidy by the 
Federal Government. 

If there are other areas in which the 
process of physical deterioration is so 
advanced as to render it impractical to 
rehabilitate them, local government has 
th_e power to condemn such areas, pro
mulgate a plan for their redevelopment, 
and resell to private individuals or cor
porations for redevelopment in accord
ance with the building restrictions estab
lished. It is not necessary to substitute 
a paternalistic government-ownership 
ideology for the American way of life in 
order to clear slums. 

Fifth. Contrary to the claims of its 
proponents, the bill does not in fact serve 
the housing needs of the lowest income 
group. Senator TAFT said on the floor 
of the Senate that families in need of 
welfare relief assist ance would not be 

eligible to live in public housing. Only 
those who have steady employment will 
be eligible to occupy the public housing 
units contemplated by the bill. 

Sixth. It is highly inconsistent for the 
Congress, which has appropriated $5,-
300,000,000 for European relief program 
in order to fight the "isms" abroad, to 
consider seriously spending $6,400,COO,
OOO or more for the introduction of a 
socialistic idea imported from Europe. 

I have given considerable thought and 
study to veterans' housing and I am 
firmly convinced that the laxity of the 
President to use existing legislation and 
powers already granted him has worked 
to the disadvantage of the veteran. His 
message is pretty good evidence that he 
plans to continue these deplorable tac
tics in the coming campaign. 

If the President really means business 
about getting housing for veterans let 
him instruct the Veterans' Administra
.tion to \ritalize their home-loan-guaranty 
section and make workable such plans as 
the West Virginia plan. Vets want 
houses, not buck-passing excuses. 

Proof has been offered here to show 
that the President apparently hasn't the 
slightest idea what is in the T-E-W bill. 
Every evidence indicates it will not and 
cannot build houses until late 1943 or 
1950. That kind of legislation has no 
place in a special session of Congress. 

Further evidence substantiates the 
charge that the T-E-W bill is inflationary 
and if passed by this special session 
would be diametrically opposed to the 
reasons advanced by the President for 
calling this session. 

Construction materials and manpower 
are being used now to the utmost. Pub
lic construction must be deferred until 
periods of low employment and abun
dance of materials. 

I would be derelict in my duty as a 
member of the House Veterans' Affairs 
Committee if I did not expose the po
litical chicanery of the President's speech 
in his obvious attempt to woo the vet-

. eran vote. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include an 
editorial. 

PENSIONS FOR THE AGED 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the 1·equest of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, the subject 

of pensions for the aged is, in my o~n
ion, one of the most important matrers 
which this session of the Congress might 
give its attention. 

I found, on my recent visit to my dis
trict, that a great number of people, 
both old and young, are interested in this 
matter. In fact, Mr. Speaker, it is one 
of the subjects that was called to my 
attention, and I might say that there 
seems hardly anybody but who would 
be most happy to see this Congress pro
vide a respectable old-age pension. 
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The American people are interested in 

this very vital problem because they have 
many who are near to them, friends, 
neighbors, and relatives, who are aged 
and who are sorely in need of help be
cause of their inability to carry on with 
the amount now being granted. They 
know of our generosity in appropriating 
and scattering our billions all over the 
world for the relief and support of others. 
And the American people are asking why 
is it that we do not take care of -our own 
distressed aged people. 

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion the Ameri
can people are unanimously in favor of 
a respectable and decent pension being 
provided for those who, in the declining 
years of their life, neeci our help, and 
this thinking represents the high char
acter standard of our American citizen
ship, and, thank God, mos~ Americans 
are of such high standard. 

So today I am calling upon the Con
gress to bring out legislation ,at this 
special session to grant an increase in 
old-age pension. I do insist that the dire 
·situation existing among many of our 
old people constitutes one of the impor
tant matters that could be considered at 
this extraordinary session. 

I, for one, am pleading with the leader
ship and the membership generally to 
enact now a generous old-age pension. 
There has been too much conversation 
about it already, and certainly if we can 
attempt to iron out the problems of all 
the world, we surely can spend some time 
on the problem of our aged people. Our 
performance in providing funds for other 
causes is abundant proof that it can be 
done. The need for such a program is 
known to all of us. 
· Our duty, therefore, in this cx:ucial 
matter is inescapable. The time for 
action is now. And I know the American 
people will applaud any action taken by 
this Congress to provide aid to those who 
need our help, and are trying to exist 
on the pitiful amounts that · are now 
granted. This is one piece of legislation 
that I feel certain will meet with the . 
hearty approval of all of our people. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. TWYMAN asked and was granted 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
editorial which appeared in the Chicago 
Daily News. 

Mr. TIBBOTT asked and was granted 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial from 
the Johnstown Tribune. 

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa asked and was 
granted permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska asked and 
was granted permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD in two separate in
st•ces. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri asked and 
was granted permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD in two instances; 
in the first to include a radio address 
delivered by the Speaker of the House 
over the American Broadcasting Co. on 
Friday, July 30; and in the second to in
clude a statement by Hon. Clare Boothe 

Luce, former Member of the House, be
fore the Republican Convention in Phil
adelphia. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 'to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, is that the speech 
in which Clare Boothe Luce attacked me 
at the Republican Convention? 

Mr. ARENDS. I would not know. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOPE asked and was granted per

r.lission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances; in one to in
clude a radio speech by Senator CAPPER, 
and in the . other an editorial. 

PRICE OF DAIRY FEEDS 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 

Speaker, recently I noticed a vivid and 
graphic picture, a news photo, which 
showed the granaries of the country are 
so filled with wheat that it is flowing all 
over the streets, and they are piling it in 
the fields out in Nebraska and Kansas. 

Also, has come the announcement that 
there is to be a record corn crop which 
will ov.ershadow everything that has ever 
been heard of before in American farm 
production. 

In view of these facts, there can be no 
excuse from this time on for high prices 
of dairy feeds in the northeastern section 
of the United States. Our farmers have 
to pay outrageous prices for grain in 
order to produce milk and dairy products 
for the big cities. of the country. 

The Northeast must be allowed to par
ticipate in some of the benefits that 
should be expected to come as the result 
of all this surplus wheat and corn. 

The big grain manipulators of the 
country have made millions from the 
exorbitant rates our dairy farmers are 
paying for grain they have not time to 
raise themselves. The farmers I repre
sent are at the mercy of these wheat 
and corn barons and that is why we are 
having so many forced sales of farms in 
my section. 

The wire pullers on the grain market 
may think New York State dairymen can 
afford high feed prices but they cannot. 
Unfortunately the farmer has to me.et the · 
terrific cost of production. While his 
milk check is better than it used to be, 
he still has not surplus money enough to 
pay tribute to the boys who dictate the 
high grain prices out in the Middle West. 

I have said this before and I am saying 
it again that the cost of dairy feeds is 
too high. Bring that down and the 
farmer will benefit by a decent margin of 
profit, the consumer will benefit by a 
reasonable price for bottled milk and the 
profiteers will scurry for cover. 

Lower grain prices will bring down the 
cost of meat, too. In fact the entire cost 
of living will be favorably atiected by the 

action, if it is taken, of those who have 
thus far succeeded in keeping grain away 
out of reach of the pocketbooks of all 
our farmers who so desperately need it. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. EDWIN 
ARTHUR HALL] has expired. 

VETERANS' LEGISLATION 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, it is most encouraging and 
gratifying to see the splendid progress 
which is being made in some sections 
of the country in providing special hous
ing for wheel-chair veterans. I wish to 
include at this point a dispatch I have 
from Needham, Mass., telling of the fine 
work which is being done in providing a 
community of houses for wheel-chair 
veterans in this suburb of Boston. As 
you well know, the Congress passed 
Public Law 702 this year, which provides 
for a grant up to $10 ,COO tGward the 
purchase of a house specially construct:.. 
ed to meet the needs · of these cases. 
The cost above that figure may be 
financed under the regular provisions of 
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act. I 
am happy to know that this work, which 
is so important to these handtcapped 
men, is going forward so promptly. 

I wish, Mr. Speaker, that I could say 
the same for housing for our able-bodied 
veterans. Ther~ has been pending on 
the Union Calendar for some months 
the so-called veterans ,. housing bill, H. R. 
4488, which was· reported unanimously 
from the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs, and which has the sponsorship of 
the American Legion. 

This bill will provide housincr for vet
erans at prices they can afford to pay, 
and at the same time will involve a min
imum cost to the Federal Treasury. If 
we solve the housing problems for vet
erans, we will have solved 90 percer_t of 
the general housing problem. I would 
like to summarize the provisions of this 
bill and urge once more that Members 
give most careful considerLtion to it: 

Flrst. Relies on initiative and individ
ual effort of the veteran. 

Second. Will provide housing at Prices 
veterans can afford to pay; limits aver
age cost per dwelling unit to $10,000. 

Third. Rental and multiunit housing 
as well as construction of individual 
homes is provided. 

Fourth. Applies to all veterans of 
World War II, urban or rural. 

Fifth. Makes provisions for communi
ty facilities where not otherwise fur
nished. 

Sixth. All expenditures except those 
for communi.ty facilities are on a reim
bursable basis. 

Seventh. Interest rates at 4 percent or 
less, with amortization periods as long 
as 40 years. 

Eighth. Channels funds to lending in
stitutions which need money to make GI 
housing loans. 
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Ninth. Gives special attention to 

needs of veterans on the farm. 
Tenth. Includes the incontestability 

clauses to encourage participation of 
lenders. 

Mr. Speaker, we talk about passing 
housing legislation for veterans. Let us 
pass this-the only bill that gives vet
erans houses. 
(From the New York Times of August 1, 1948] 

"WHEEL-CHAIR TOWN" RISES NEAR BOSTON 

NEEDHAM, MASS., July 31.-A community Of 
houses built around a wheel chair is spring-
ing up in this suburb of Boston. 

The houses are designed so the veterans 
can maneuver about unhampered by the 
y.sual architectural restrictions. Doors are a 
foot and a half wider to permit free passage 
of wheel chairs, and there are no thresholds. 

A concrete ramp leads into the house in
stead of steps, and another ramp connects 
the kitchen and garage. The garage attached 
to the house, is about 5 feet wider and longer 
than the usual one-car stall. That enables 
the veteran to wheel right up to his specially 
equipped automobile. 

The bathroom wash bowl and mirrors are 
set low so the occupant can shave while 
seated in his chair. The shower stall is extra 
wide. 

The idea for the community project origi
nated after Charles A. Cimino, a builder, sold 
a house, constructed for normal use, to Joseph 
Villa, a crippled veteran, then noted it was 
impossible for him to get around without 
assistance. 

"I saw if the house ever caught fire while 
he was home alone he would never get out," 
Mr. Cimino said. "So we got together with 
an architect and planned a house best suited 
for paralyzed veterans." 

Two houses are occupied and five others 
are under construction. Lots are staked for 
about 23 more houses. 

Mr. Cimino said- that cost of the houses 
ranged from $15,000 to $20,000, adding: 

"We're trying to keep it a community just 
for these boys. I'm going to give them an 
acre of land on the project where they can 
build a gymnasium." 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
today, after any other special orders that 
may have been entered, I may address 
the House for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
PUBLICITY AND PROPAGANDA IN THE 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 

Speaker, your Subcommittee on Publicity 
and Propaganda in the Executive De
partments, of which I am chairman, has 
recently completed an exhaustive in
vestigation of the Bureau of Reclama
tion, Department of the Interior. In
vestigators for the committee have gone 
carefully into the records of the Bureau's 
activities, and your committee has con
ducted extensive hearings, in the course 
of which a considerable volume of evi
ct ence has been adduced. 

I shall insert in the REcORD a copy of 
the report which a majority of the com
mittee is returning, for I consider it ur
gently important that every Member of 
this body be immediately informed of 
the amazing facts which our inquiries 
have disclosed. 

The evidence clearly reveals shocking 
bureaucratic intrigue, willful violation of 
Federal law, withholding of vital infor
mation from committees of Congress, 
and deliberate intimidation of private 
citizens where sheer propaganda alone 
has been insufficient to direct public 
opm10n. As an incident to the main 
purpose of the inquiries I believe it has 
been shown that high Federal officials 
who have no practical qualifications, but 
who were apparently appointed for their 
socialistic leanings and ability as politi
cal propagandists, have proved grossly 
incompetent in their assignments. 

The reclamation service since its in
ception has played an indispensable part 
in the development of the vast arid and 
semiarid areas of our Western States. 
Until the advent of the present clique in 
power which undertook to make the 
service a tool for the further entrench
ment of bureaucracy that agency en
joyed the highest reputation for com
petence and integrity. In recent years, 
however, experienced engineers, quali
fied to administer the service efficiently, 
have been supplanted by propagandists 
who have prostituted the agency for 
their own selfish bureaucratic ends. 

I know every Member of this body will 
insist that the Reclamation Bureau di
rect its energies and the public funds 
which Congress entrusts to it not for the 
expansion and entrenchment of a power
hungry bureaucracy, but for the develop
ment of our great western empire. I 
urge, therefore, that every Member study 
this report thoughtfully with a view to 
undertaking immediately tl:)e complete 
house cleaning in the agency which is 
indicated. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the majority report of this commit
tee may be published in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD for the information of the 
Members of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
\The report referred to follows:> 

REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COM
MITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE 
DEPARTMENTS AUTHORIZED To INVESTIGATE 
PUBLICITY AND PROPAGANDA AS IT RELATES TO 
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND THE 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION OF THAT DEPART

MENT 

Based upon extensive field investigations 
your committee has been conducting hear
ings since April 27, 1948. Upon the evidence 
adduced the most shocking and amazing 
story of bureaucratic intrigue has been un
folded. Incompetency, evasion of the intent 
of the Congress, disregard for the truth, 
deliberate withholding of material informa
tion from the committees of Congress, willful 
violation of Federal law, are a part of the 
sordid story thus far presented to your com
mittee. Many charges and countercharges 
had been made in relation to the Bureau of 
Reclamation and high officials within the 
Bureau. Your committee gave careful study 
to these charges before embarking upon the 
investigation which is the subject of this 

interim report. We were concerned lest such 
an investigation might be injurious to the 
great reclamation projects of the West. 
Your committee at that time and now rec
ognizes the contribution that has been made 
by the West to the economy of the Nation, 
and also it recognizes the contribution of 
reclamation to the advancement of the wel
fare of that segment of our Nation. 

Also, the committee recognizes the need 
that reclamation projects be expeditiously 
completed as they have been authorized and 
planned by the Congress and that further 
planning and construction are necessary in 
the immediate future 1f the resources and 
productive potentialities of the West are to 
be fully realized and contribute further to 
j;he welfare of our people; not only for those 
who live within the 17 reclamation States, 
but the Nation as a whole. 

However, if the vision of those who have 
planned the development of the resources of 
our Western States is to become a reality, 
then drastic changes in personnel, planning, 
and ideologies must be effected in the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Department of the 
Interior. Let it suffice to say that many of 
the career employees and engineers within 
the Bureau of Reclamation have contributed 
much to the reputation in the past of this 
department of Government as an outstand
ing and successful construction and operat
ing unit. These same men today fight 
against heavy odds to maintain that repu
tation and many have left, or are now 
threatening to leave, the Department unless 
changes are made to restore the original con
cept of reclamation. We shall not burden 
this report with the conception or history 
of reclamation. Conceived in 190?. during 
the administration of Theodore Roosevelt, its 
history until recent years has been one of 
great accomplishments. 

Recognizing the need for the development 
and completion of projects in the 17 recla
mation States, the Eightieth Congress ap
propriated the largest sums evE'r made avail
able to the Bureau of ReclamatioP (see ex
hibit No. 1 attached). 

FALSIFICATION OF CARRY-OVER 

Deliberate falsification by a high Govern
ment official, Michael W. Straus, Commis
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, is ap
parent from the records of official hearings 
before comnittees of Congress. The testi
mony had to do with carry-overs in the 
Central Valley project for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1947. So that the testimony 
may be understood, the term "cn.rry-over" 
should be defined. 

"Carry-o11ers," as referred to herein, means 
those funds appropriated in one fiscal year 
for reclamation projects and unspent at the 
end of the fiscal year and available as free 
money to carry on and pay for actual work 
to be performed in the next fiscal year. (See 
letter, Michael W. Straus, Senate hearings, 
pt. 2, H . R. 3123, p. 29, 1948.) 

The Secretary of the Interior and the Com
missioner of Reclamation had admonished 
the employees of the Bureau of Reclamation 
on frequent occasions against large carry
overs. We cite but a few of the admonitions. 

At the Salt Lake City conference held in 
July-August of 1947 Secretary Krug made the 
following statement: 

"However, we are going through a period 
now when we will have to take that r isk. We 
will never get them to understand that very 
large carry-overs are a necessary part of our 
program because when they look at that 
ten, fifteen or twenty millinn dollars what
ever it is, they will have their mouths water
ing and they can't help but say, 'Well, you 
birds have got that in the kitty; you go out 
and use that this year and then come in and 
ask for more.' 

"Mike and the rest worked hard and the 
boys are sitting back there on the fence now, 
waiting and saying, 'J told you so.' And they 
will be after us when we go in there again. 
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"That- means that every regional director 

is going to be responsible for laying out his 
program for spending the money he has and 
the carry-overs and if he has money he has 
not spent he is going to have to have one 
hell of a good excuse. Just any excuse in the 
world is not going to be any good, or even a 
good one." 

At the same Salt Lake City conference 
Commissioner Michael W. Straus made the 
following statement (p. 33): 

"So the watchword and the policy upon 
which we will embark today will be to drive 
forward on all of the multiple phases of our 
program and without compromise of stand
ards, go ahead and build until we go broke." 

Upon request of the Bureau of the 
budget in its preparation of the President's 
Budget for the fiscal year 1948, region 2 
of the Bureau of Reclamation advised that 
the estimated carry-over for the Central 
Valley for the fiscal year 1947 would be $10,-
722,162. The figure of $10,722,162 was 
adopted ·by the Bureau of the ·Budget and 
was contained in the President's budget. 

It should be borne in mind that these were 
the figures furnished by_ the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

The President's budget asked for $20,000,-
000 new money which, together with the 
free money in the estimated carry-over, 
would • have provided $30,722,162; for per
formance of additional work during the• fiscal 
year 1948. Under the date of April 9, 1947, 
the. Commissioner's office requested by tele
type from Sacramento an estimate of the 
unobligated balance available for the Central 
Valley project as of July 1, 1947. We quote 
from the teletype: -

"The following items are requested for each 
project for which construction is programed 
in 1948, whether or not appropriation for 
1948 was requested : . 

"(4) Your estimate of unobligated bal
ance available July 1, 1947." 

The Sacramento office replied that the 
amount of the unobligated carry·-over for 
Central Valley would be $25,000,000. 

The amount of $10,722,162 had been testi
fied to by the Bureau of Reclamation officials 
before the Appropriations . Subcommittee of 
the House prior to the receipt of_ the adjusted 
figure of $25,000,000. However, the revised 
figure was received by Commissioner Straus 
prior to the report of the Interior bill by the 
House subcommittee. It is the opinion of 
your committee that proper administrative 
practice, if not common honesty, should have 
impelled Commissioner Straus to have com
municated the new figure to the .House com
mittee. Such steps, however, were not taken. 

The action thus· far related raises grave 
doubts as to the administrative integrity of 
the Commissioner. However, the most glar
ing example of deliberate distortion of the 
truth in an apparent attempt to mislead the 
Congress is that which appears in the records 
of the Senate hearings regarding the same 
item. 

Commissioner - Straus testified before the 
Senate Appropiiations Subcommittee on May 
19, 1947, after having received the teletype 
advising him that the .estimated carry-over 
would be $25,000,000. But again, with utter 
disregard of the information furnished him 
by the only .source from which it was ob
tainable, Mr. Straus testified the estimated 
carry-over would be $10,722,162. We quote 
from the record in the Senate proceedings 
{pp. 1062 and 1063). 

"Senator KNOWLAND. As I get the picture, 
on page 51 of the hearings, they show esti
mated unobligated .balance June 30, 1947·, 
$10,722,162. 

"Mr. STRAUS. That is right." 
Page 1063: 
"Senator KNOWLAND. All right, Mr. Straus, 

we will start and continue only for a very 
short time because I am interested in the 
other members of the committee ge-tting the 
story. 

"I would like to pursue this for the record: 
Is the figure which we had previously quoted 
of $10,722,162 the unobligated balance as of 
June 30, 1947? 

"Mr. STRAUS. Yes, sir." 
Your committee, without reservation, con

demns this act of Commissioner Straus in 
withholding full information from the Con
gress. It should be noted this testimony was 
followed by corroborative statements by other 
Bureau officials. 

If the Congress is to function as the con
troller of the purse strings of Government it 
must, and should, be able to rely upon rep
resentatives of the executive branch to pre
sent full, true, and complete facts to its 
committees. Disregard of the Congress, such 
as is here exposed, reveals the tendency to 
supplant the legislative brarich of Govern
ment with a dominating bureaucracy. 

That officials, the subject of investigation 
by your committee, hold the Congress in 
contempt can _best be evidenced by their own 
statements. -

At the same Salt Lake City conference, 
Secretary Krug made the following state
ments: 

Page 555: 
"This program is probably cioser to my 

heart than any other in the Department of 
the Interior, and as Mike pointed out to you, 
for some strange reason people up· in Con
gress don't trust us like they used to, so 
.both of us took quite a beating on the Bu
reau .of Reclamation. program this year. 

"We put days and days and days ~n of ex
planation as ·to why there should be carry
overs on these projects and how much they 
were and why we didn't spend the money 
and why we were asking for money and 
would we be able to spend what we were ask
ing for plus the carry-over, and we looked at 
them with a bland face and said, 'Sure, we 
will be able to spend our carry-over and we 
are asking for more.' " 

Page 556: 
"Of course, going along with those limita

tions will be a loss in personnel we can never 
replace. Those are the sort of obstacles they 
throw in your face when they expect you to 
do a job. . 

"It occurs to me it is like the days of the 
war in Washington, when perhaps a business
man would come to town to find out some
thing or try and get something done. He 
had a job to do and he would say this is 
the damnedest place he had ever been in. 

"They get a target for you to shoot at and 
then they proceed tu throw a lot of obstacles 
in your path so you can't hit it and then to 
top it off, they t~e a hundredweight on your 
foot and tell you to get over there the short
est possible way you can find." 

Page 558: 
"When you try to explain these matters ta 

some 'jassack' from across the river who 
has never had anything to do with such a 
construction program in his life, why you 
really got to have an excuse, and then I 
doubt it will do any good." 

Commissioner Straus made the following 
statement at the Salt Lake City Conference: 

Pages 38 and 39: 
"Also, I know that we've got some restric

tion on force account and other unsought 
handcuffs from the Congress, and we will be 
talking a . lot about them this week." 

Page 682: 
"Mr. STRAus. I mind such an occasion b<.>-· 

fore the Appropriations · Committee, when 
there was a lot of questions. asked and no 
matter what the question was we said we 
could do it. There were some asinine ques
tions." 

Statements such as quoted above, made by 
high executive officials including a member 
of the President's C~binet, are most repre
hensible. 

There can be but one conclusion as to the 
purpose and the effect· of such conduct. - We 
believe their objective was· to instill in the 
minds of the employees and supervisors of the 

Bureau of Reclamation a contemptuous dis
regard of the Congress. 

They endeavored through Bureau propa
ganda to place responsibility of the failure 
of the Bureau of Reclamation upon the Con
gress. Here truly is Federal thought control 
in operation with sinister motives. 

CENTRAL VALLEY SHUT-DOWN 
The Congress has authorized the devel6p

ment and construction of the great Central 
Valley project in California. Two hundred 
million dollars appropriated by the Congress 
have been spent in the development of the 
project. It is estimated that at least $200 -
000,000 additional will be spent before it is 
completed. The completion of the project 
at the earliest possible date has teen the 
wil~ and intent of the Congress, based upon 
estimates of progress anticipated during fiscal 
years. 

On the basis of the best estimates obtain
able, the Congress appropriated funds to 
.carry the projects through the fiscal year 
1948. The total made available to the project 
was. appr,oximately ~hat requested by the 
Presidents budget; based upon estimates 
from the Bureau of Reclamation. In spite 
of this, in sheer defiance of Congress and 
the Budget Bureau, the Bureau of Reclama
tion shut down five important contracts as 
of No~ember 30, 1947, because of alleged ex!. 
haust10n of funds, and with only 4 days' 
prior warning that the _projects were in any 
diffiCU_lty. ~hairman KENNETH WHERRY, .Of 
the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 
was formally advised on December 1 by Com~ 
missioner Straus that no funds were avail
able for the contracts. 

All previous reports from the Bureau of 
Reclamation regarding the finances of the 
project had been optimistic in nature. 

That these projects were shut down as a 
result either of gross mismanagement or in 
a deliberate attempt to embarrass the Con
gress, or both, is shown in Commissioner 
Straus' own testimony. Under questioning 
before the Senate Appropriations Committee 
Commissioner Straus admitted that although 
the five contracts were closed down on No
vember 30, 1947, on the pretext that no 
further funds ·were available, no one out
side the Bureau was advised prior to Novem
ber 26, 1947, that the alleged exhaustion of 
funds was impending. (See hearings, Sen
ate Appropriations Commit.tee, 80th Cong., 
2d sess., Bureau of Reclamation, p. 193.) . 

Further evidence that the shut-down was 
a deliberate and premeditated attempt on 
the part of Bureau officials to embarrass the 
Congress, rather than being a matter of real 
necessity, is shown by the testimony of the 
committee's chief auditor that at the time 
of the shut-down there was some $7,000,000 
in unexpended balance available for the con
tracts (see Watson's exhibits A and B), and 
that Bureau books had been juggled, either 
intentionally or otherwise, so that the funds 
would appear to be exhausted, when in fact 
they were not. The $7,000,000 which had 
been juggled away from the projects would 
have been sufficient to carry. them to Febru
ary .1, 1948, or beyond. 

Furthermore, in bringing about this ex
haustion of funds, the Bureau violated the 
apportionment of ~he Bureau of the Budget, 
and stands accused.by that agency of having 
given it insufficient data on which to base 
its apportionment. This is borne out in 
testimony of James E. Scott, Bureau of the 
Budget, - in joint hearings before the sub
committees of. the Committees on Appropri
ations, Eightieth Congress, first session, on 
the. Bureau . of Reclamation approprtatior.s, 
pages 29 and· 30, which read as follows: 

"Senator CoRDON. Now let us carry that 
thing on. Is it your reasoni11g that the Bu
reau of the Budget in the case of continuing 
contracts, such as exist in substantially all 
public works, has no obligation what'ever 
to apportion those funds either monthly or 
quarterly inasmuch as the funds are to be 
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expended on account of a contract authorized 
by law? 

"Mr. ScoTT. We hold that it is the duty 
of the Bureau of the Budget to apportion 
these funds. 

"Senator CoRDON. Under what law? 
"Mr. SCOTT. Under that law. 
"Senator CORDON. You just said it did not 

apply, it was an exception. 
"Mr. ScoTT. No; I did not say that. I think 

Senator O'MAHONEY said that. 
"Senator WHERRY. What do you say, Mr. 

Scott? 
"Mr. ScoTT. I say this law applies to the 

funds of the Bureau of Reclamation and ac
cordingly we apportioned them as promptly 
as we could secure from the Bureau of Rec
lamation sufficient information to enable us 
to do at least a half-baked job of apportion
ing them. 

"Senator WHERRY. This was a half-baked 
Job. . 

"Mr. ScoTT. It certainly was, because we d1d 
not have the supporting data upon which 
we could do an intelligent job. 

"Mr. JENSEN. From where do those data 
come? 

"Mr. ScoTT. The Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior. · . . . 

"Senator CoRDON. And that being a man
date, then it is up to the Department, if 1 
understand you, to so arrange the work and 
to so control the contracts as to make no 
greater expenditure of money within any 
quarter or other allotment than the amount 
allotted by the Bureau of the Budget; is 
that correct? 

"Mr. scoTT. That is right. 
"Senator CoRDON. In your opinion has the 

Bureau of Reclamation followed your allot
ment and apportionment? 

"Mr. ScoTT. That is not a matter of opinion. 
that is a matter of fact; they have not." 

Upon the shutting down of the projects 
the Bureau of Reclamation propaganda ma
chine went into action. The Congress was 
vilified, and charged with failure to provide 
sufficient funds for construction, in a studied 
attempt to divert blame from themselves. 
These attacks cvere made in spite of the fact 
that in excess of $7,000,000 was available 
for construction (see Watson's exhibits A 
and B); in spite of the fact that the Con
gress had made available substantiall.Y the 
amount of funds requested by the President; 
in spite of the fact that Richard L. Bake, 
regional director in charge of the Central 
Valley projects himself had on November 1, 
1947, stated sufficient moneys were on hand 
to operate until February 1, 1948. 

Representatives of the Bureau of Recla
mation disagree with your committee audi
tors in regard to the freezing of funds in the 
amount of $4,000,000 for salaries of em
ployees. 

It is the claim of the Bureau of Reclama
tion that such was a proper action under the 
Antideficiency Act. 

Testimony of competent witnesses before 
the Subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations is in conflict with that of 
the officials of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and in agreement with your committee audi
tors. We quote from the Senate hearings. 

Floyd D. Peterson, budget examiner, Bu
reau of the Budget, testified, as is shown on 
page 852, as follows: 

"Sena tor DowNEY. As a matter of moral 
obligation, would you not think it would be 
highly absurd to freeze $4,000,000 to pay em
ployees up to July 1 while you were closing 
down all your contracts? 

"Mr. PETERSON. It would appear SO. 
"Sen ator DowNEY. And you do not know 

anything in the antideficiency law that 
would require that in any event, do you? 

"Mr. PETERSON. No, sir. As long as they 
complete the service of the fiscal year as 
intended by Congress in making the appro
priation. 

"Senator DowNEY. And as long as they did 
not violate any limitation imposed by the 
Congress, and as long as they kept within 
the moneys appropriated by whatever 
methods would be necessary if the contracts 
were put on a custodial bas~. and also as 
long as they took care of the item that would 
be due each of these employees if they were 
discharged to cover their vacation allowance; 
is that right? 

"Mr. PETERSON. That is right." 
Arthur B. Focke, attorney for the Bureau 

of the Budget, testified as is shown on page 
870, as follows: 

"Mr. FocKE. My name is Arthur B. Focke. 
"Senator DowNEY. Will you please state 

your otficia:l position in the Bureau of the 
Budget? 

"Mr. FocKE. I am chief attorney in the 
Estimates Division of the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

"Senator DoWN;EY. Do I understand you 
are one of the only two attorneys who carry 
the legal burden in the Bureau of the 
Budget? 

"Mr. FOCKE. That is correct. 
"Senator DoWNEY. Mr. Focke, 1 assume 

you are entirely familiar with the history 
and data making up this transaction that 
we have been diS<mssing here this morning? 

"Mr. FoCKE. In general, Senator; yes. 
"Senator DoWNEY. Do you agree with Mr . 

Peterson that under the apportionment that 
was made by the Bureau of the Budget on 
those funds-referring to the apportion
ment of $2,000,000 for each of the last three 
quarterf-that was only a general appro
priation or a general apportionment and 
did not apply to any particular funds? 

"Mr. FOCKE. Yes, sir, Senator, if enough 
money was reserved to take care of the ob
ligations, such as terminal leave and such 
em.Ployees as might have been necessary to 
operate the project in whatever condition it 
was to be maintained. 

"Senator DowNEY. Do I understand from 
your opinion to us that there was no ob
ligation under the antideficiency statute to 
retain any particular sum for pay roll for the 
last 7 months, so i.ong as sutncJent amounts 
were retained to pay vacation leaves and to 
provide for the payment of such employees as 
would be required if the project was shut 
down? 

"Mr. FocKE. I know of nothing in the Anti
deficiency Act which would require main
taining any more funds than that in reserve." 

Stephen E. Rice, legislative counsel, United 
States Senate, testified as follows, as shown 
on page 872: 

"Senator WHERRY. Will you give your full 
name to the reporter, please. 

"Mr. RICE. My name · is Stephen E. Rice, 
legislative counsel to the Senate. 

"Mr. Chairman, Senator DoWNEY asked me 
to express my opinion, as legislative coun
sel, as to whether there would have been a 
violation of the Antideficiency Act if they 
had not set aside this $4,000,000 for pay roll. 

"In view of the fact that $2,000,000 was 
set aside for the last two quarters without 
Leing earmarked for salaries, or any other 
particular thing, I know of nothing in the 
Antldeficiency Act that requires the Bureau 
of Reclamation to set aside this $4,000,000 
for salaries. 

"It seems to me that a more common-sense 
interpretation of the Antideficiency Act 
would be that they would set aside a suf
ficient amount for salaries for custodial em
ployees only if they were going to shut down 
the project, and the rest of the money that 
was available would be available generally 
for whatever the appropriation was given for. 

"In other words, I agree with Senator 
DoWNEY's construction and Mr. Focke's 
construction. 

"Senator DowNEY. Are there any questions? 
"Mr. O'BRIEN. I will agree too, if we were 

going to shut down the project. That would 
have been the proper procedure, but the 
Bureau of Reclamation certainly was not 

getting ready to shut dc wn the Central Val
ley project. 

"Mr. RicE. I was not talking about t h e 
procedure. I am talking about the techni
cal and legal interpretation of the Anti
deficiency Act. 

"Mr. O'BRIEN. I will subScribe to tha t. 
"Mr. RicE. The s t atement has been made 

that it would have been considered a viola
tion of the Antideficiency Act if this money 
had not been set aside for these salaries I 
disagree with that statement. I do not 
think that is correct." 

It is interesting to note that Mr. O'Br ien, 
who agreed with the testimony of Mr . Ric e, is 
Thomas J. O'Brien, one of the legal st aff of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The record is replete with the facts and 
details or the accomplishment of this costly 
fiasco. 

As stated above, on November 1, 1947, Mr. 
Bake, regional director, according to his own 
testimony, estimated that suffici-ent f unds 
were on hand to carry the Central Valley 
project until Februar y 1, 1948. However , 
about the middle of November 1947 confer-

. ences were held relating to the exha stion 
of funds for construction. On November 20, 
1947, with apparent knowledge of the alleged 
critical condition of .funds for project con
struction, Richard Boke, regional director-of 
region 2, with utter disregard of his respon si
bilities to the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Government, and the people of the valley, 
left Sacramento for a vacation. We are 
hard-pressed to comprehend how long a 
manager of a $400,000,000 tndustry would 
retain his position if under a similar alleged 
precarious situation he would walk out from 
the business for the purpose of vacationing 
at Carmel-by-the-Sea. However that may 
be, the responsibility of this debacle lies 
larf!ely with Mr. Bo.ke. 

Much has been said in relation to delays 
in completion of the Central Valley project. 
Let us examine the record. In 1947 the shut
down by the Bureau of Reclamation on .five 
major contracts on the baseless theory that 
funds were exhausted, has occasioned a delay 
of months in providing water to the thir.sty 
lands of the Central Valley, with perhaps a 
loss to water recipients of millions of dollars . 
Claims by contractors resulting from the 
shut-down amounting to $1,900,000 have been 
filed against the Government. In 1946. by 
reason of a Presidential freeze, these projects 
were shut down between August and Novem
ber. Regarding the shut-down by the Presi
dent, Commissioner Michael Vi- Straus said 
at that famous Salt Lake City conference (p. 
37, Salt Lake City conference): 

"Mr. STRAUS. I .know perfectly well that 
there was a Presidential freeze order imposed 
on reclamation that lasted from August 2 
into November, through the best part of the 
construction season in many reclamation 
areas last sumnier. And the Bureau and I 
also denounced it and cried out agains t it 
until it was lifted. But, nevertheless, I 
know it set us back." 

The shut-down of the projects in 19!7 
climaxed what 1n the opinion of this com
mittee is a most dangerous practice and the 
precedent is condemned in the hope that in 
the future the administrative heads will 
heed the condemnation. 

On June 10, 1947, Regional Director Bake 
sent a memorandum to R. S. Calland, his 
Assistant Regional Director, which read in 
part as follows: 

"This morning I spoke to you concerning 
Secretary Krug's last-minute instructions 
to me on the construction program. He 
stated very clearly that he would like to see 
us spend our available funds by January 1. 
He also stated that he wanted a personal 
report from me in the immediate future. 
I shall leave it up to you as to what date 
you feel we can give the Secretary a con
struction personal report. However, I im
agine we might count on doing so about 
July 1." 
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Thereafter Mr. Calland on June 17 sent a 

memorandum to all concerned which read 
in part as follows: 

"JUNE 17, 1947. 
"Memorandum for all concerned (R. S. 

Calland}. 
"Subject: Means of ·effectuating the regional 

director's responsibilities for construc
tion on programing and execution, region 
2. 

"1. For reasons valid or otherwise, the 
construction program in the region has 
fallen far behind schedule. Because of fail
ure to meet estimated progress large amounts 
of appropriated funds have remained un
spent at fiscal year ends. This fact has 
brOUJht severe criticism upon us from the 
Secretary of the Interior, the Commissioner, 
from members of congressional appropria
tions committees, and from others. 

"2. The heavy carry-over from the cur
rent fiscal year ( 1947) plus an appropria
tion in the order of amounts recently passed 
by the Senate and House of Representatives 
will give us a total of funds available for 
fiscal year 1948, which is far above that re
quired to meet our current rate of spending. 
The Secretary and the Commissioner are 
insistent that 1948 funds be spe-nt early 
in the year-by January 1, if possible. We 
are concerned here lest we end the fiscal 
year with another carry-over. The situa
tion represents a challenge to our construc
tion ability. The Bureau's reputation as a 
construction agency is literally at stake. 
As local custodians of this reputation all 
means at our command must be employed 
to meet this challenge." 

It should be noted from the above "the 
Secretary and the Commissioner are insist
ent that the 1948 funds be spent early in 
the year-by January 1, if possible." 

Here are instructions to dissipate the 
funds 6 months prior to the end of the 
fiscal year; a direct violation, in the opinion 
of your committee, of the spirit and the 
letter of the Antideficiency Act. Also, this 
is a willful disregard of the admonition of 
the Appropriations Committee which was 
well known by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
as is found in the records of the Salt Lake 
City conference of 1947. Commissioner 
Straus made the following statement at that 
conference: 

Page 69, Salt Lake City conference record: 
"Mr. STRAUS. The House committee did say, 

as an expression of opinion and as a piece of 
legislative hliitory, but did not write down 
into law, that they did not want to entertain 
deficiencies and could not entertain defi
ciencies." 

We are of the opinion that the action taken 
was in utter defiance of the Congress as evi
denced by the testimony of Richard Boke 
before your committee (appearing in testi
mony of June 9, 1918): 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. One other thing. Do you 
think that the sending out of this appeal to 
the effect that the money should be spent, 
all of it, the new appropriation and the 
carry-over, by January 1, do you think that in 
doing that you were carrying out the intent 
of Cong·:ess ?. 

"Mr. EOKE No, sir, I do not." 
The record shows that on August 31, 1945, 

Mr. Straus, then Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, prepared for Secretary Harold L. 
Ickes a statement of Mr. Bake's education 
and experience. This statement was in
tended to persuade Mr. Ickes as to Bake's 
fitness for the job. of director of region 2. 
Mr. Straus' ultimate purpose in this is also 
clear; namely, to place the vast Central 
Valley project in the hands of a propagandist 
for the Bureau's socialistic policies. Despite 
this recommendation of Mr. Straus to Secre
tary Ickes, as contained in the following 
letter, your committee has r::ached the con
clusions. based on incontrovertible evidence, 
Mr. Boke does not possess the qualifications 

necessary to administer the gigantic Central 
Valley project. 

The following is a copy of the letter referred 
to: 
OFFICE OF THE FIRST ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

Washington, August 31, 1945. 
Memorandum for the Secretary. 

For your convenience in appraising and in
terviewing Richard L. Bake, who has been 
mentioned in connection with our Central 
Valley problem, I provide this biographical 
sketch. 

Richard Lathrop Boke, a !lative-born Cal1-
fornian, is 36 years old. He specialized in 
economics, biology, and literature (at Anti
och College, 1927 to 1931). He is of good 
family with some independent means. 

He engaged in forestry work fc : the Ohio 
State forestry departnent and engineering 
construction work for G. A. Fuller Con
struction Co. He did some publicity work 
prior to his first Federal employment which 
happened to be for you in the Office of Indi
an Affairs, laying out of a Mexican Springs 
erosion-control station on the Navajo Res
ervation. Subsequently his Federal em
ployment went forward with the Soil Con
servation Service until he became its re
gional director, with headquarters at A~bu
querque. When the war came, he joined 
the Nelson Rockefeller' Inter-American Af
fairs Committee and worked through South 
America on procurement and land resource 
and food work, later going to the Foreign 
Economic Administratio~ as chief program 
director for the purchase of food supplies 
for import into the United States, and.as ad
ministrator ir. budget work. He retu: ned 
to the Department of the Interior at the 
end of last year, through 1.1y efforts, when 
Director Charles Carey, of California, stated 
that he could find no man in the Bureau of 
Reclamation qualified to head up the re
gional operation and maintenance and land
use planning work in the Central Valley. 

He has devoted over 10 years primarily to 
resource and land-use planning (virtually 
our biggest Central Valley :~roblem), and, as 
a section chief in Sacramento, has intimate 
knowledge of over a year's standing on our · 
current problems. He is definitely a strong 
personal believer ·in acreage restriction, for 
I have examined him on that score. I know 
that he is a public-power advocate, but I 
have never examined him on that policy, 
as his position gave him no administrative 
responsibility for power policy. 

His outstanding accomplishment, as one 
of the new school of thought that we are 
injecting into the Bureau of Reclamation, 
is that he succeeded where others either 
failed or were unwilling to make an attempt, 
in coming to an ag't:'eement with at least 
some districts in the San Joaquin Valley 
for selling water with acreage restrictions. 
Until on his own initiative, under Garey's 
guidance, he made this attempt, the Bu
reau and the Department had accepted the 
frequently proclaimed thesis that Central 
Valley water could not be sold with acreage 
restriction. After 5 months of personal con
tact with some irrigation districts, he ne
gotiated the southern San Joaquin munici
pal utility district proposed contract, which 
will be a pattern under which a half dozen 
similar contracts may be entered. This ef
fectively shatters the California solid front 
against acreage restrictions and, in my opin
ion, is the only positive progress in recent 
years, policywise, in the Central Valley. 

Boke is distinctly not one of our regulation 
reliable, noncrusading reclamation engi
neers, and his original arrival in the Bureau 
of Reclamation was accomplished with con
siderable difficulty in one of the better jobs 
(present salary $6,750). He has demon
strated determination, as well as tact, in his 
position to date. He has had wide Federal 

administrative experience and has never 
held a position of comparable responsibility 
to that now being discussed. We have no 
other regional director in the Bureau of Rec
lamation as young or with as short a back
ground in the Bureau; or, to my knowledge, 
no other person in the Bureau qualified for 
the position now being discussed. 

MICHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Assistant Secretary. 

It is the conclusion of this committee after 
full hearings and careful study of the record 
that: 

1. There was a clear design to exhaust the 
funds of the project in the first 6 months of 
the fiscal year 1948; 

2. Such a design-spelled out and promul
gated by high officials of the Department of 
the Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation, 
at the Salt Lake City conference-to spend 
until we go broke, is a direct, deliberate, 
and premeditated violation of the Antide
ficiency Act; 

3. There was s~rious mismanagement of 
the Bureau's accounts and gross errors in the 
statement of accounts payable; 

4. From the .record we cannot escape the 
conclusion that the shut:.down was a de
lib.erat"e conspiracy to discredit the· Congress 
of the United States without regard to . the 
consequences; 

5. Such acts by Bureau c,fficials were a de
liberate attempt to put pressure on the Con~ 
gress for deficiency appropriations although 
not needed at the time; 

6. The shut-down has cost the residents of 
the valley and the Government of the United 
States millions of dollars, and materially 
delayed the vital project; 

7. The shut-down was unnecessary and 
sufficient funds were available to carry the 
projects forward until February 1, 1948. 

PUBLICITY AND PROPAGANDA 
In consideration of the dissemination of 

propaganda by the Bureau of Reclamation it 
is well to consider section 201, of title 18, 
United States Code, passed July 11, 1919, 
which reads in part as follows: 

"No part of the money appropriated by 
any act shall, in the absence of express au
thorization by Congress, be used directly or 
indirectly to pay for any personal service, 
advertisement, telegram, telephone, letter, 
printed or written matter, or other device in
tended or designed to influence in any man
ner a Member of Congress, to favor or oppose, 
by vote or otherwise, any legislation or ap
propriation by Congress, either before or 
after the introduction of any bill or resolu
tion proposing such legislation or appropria
tion." 

It is the opinion of your committee that 
the Bureau has deliberately and willfully 
gone beyond its proper and lawful public 
information function. It has expended un
determined sums in propaganda designed to 
generate public approval of official policies. 
It has disseminated material craftily planned 
to smear and discredit its critics and to un
dermine the influence of Members of Con
gress who, in the performance of their duty, 
would expose quest_ionable practices of the 
Bureau. The evidence strongly · indicates 
that the Bureau's entire public relations pol
icy has been designed to influence and coerce 
Congress on pending legislation dealing with 
the powers, objectives, and ideology of the 
Bureau. 

Your committee has assembled a volumi
nous file of publications, releases, speeches, 
and other propaganda material prepared and 
distributed by the Bureau, or printed by its 
supporting groups and distributed .;hrough 
regular Bureau channnels. A large num
ber of pamphlets on technical subjects have 
been carefully written in laymen's language 
with clever emphasis upon the complexity of 
the problems involved. The implication is 
clear that the Bureau should be given blanket 
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authority without inquiring too closely into 
what the Bureau does or how it affects the 
real interests of. the Nation. 

One of the many publications to come to 
the attention of your committee is entitled 
"They Subdued the Desert." The publication 
was prepared by Barrow Lyons while serving 
as Chief Information Officer of the Bureau 
of Reclamation. Mr. Lyons toured the 17 
reclamation States during October and No
vember of 1946, writing this story as told to 
him "by the men who apply water, till the 
land, and feed their flocks and herds." 

A close examination of the publication 
leads your committee to the conclusion that 
it was sheer propaganda and not even of the 
subtle variety generally encountered under 
similar situations. 

Articles were written in a manner that 
would influence class against class, liberal 
against conservative, and inject into the 
minds of readers ideologies spoDsored by 
some of the planners within the Bureau. 

All t his was done at Government expense. 
Commissioner Straus testified as follows 

regarding the volume: 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. Is it the function Of the 

Government of the United States to furnish 
information to the public about a man's 
reputation? A private citizen? 

"Mr. STRAUS. The effort in that publica
tion-well, walt. I don't want to appear to 
dodge that question. 

"Mr. HARNEss. Why don't you answer that 
question? 

"Mr. STRAus. I think I am trying to now. 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. What have we come to? 
"Mr. STRAUS. No; I do not think it is a 

prime function. I do not think it is a func
tion; let me just state that. I do not think 
it is a function. 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. Why did you dO it? 
"Mr. STRAUS. That was done--I do not know 

whether it was a criticism of him, but it was 
done in an effort to get a cross-section view 
of the thinking of the water users in 17 
States. That was the endeavor, the target. 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. I would criticize it Just 
as much if it had praised .this man to the 
skies. What have we come to when the Gov
ernment of the United States publishes far 
and wide estimates of individual citizens and 
does it at public expense? What have we 
come to? 

"Mr. STRAUS. I have had some experience 
with that end result, Mr. WADSWORTH. 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, have you any ob
servation to make about the soundness of 
such a governmental activity? 

"Mr. STRAUS. I have been criticized at great 
length as an individual by the Government 
of the United States. · 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly; we all have. 
I have been criticized at great len gth, but, 
to my knowledge, I have never been criticized 
at the expense of the taxpayer. 

"Mr. STRAUS. I have. 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. What have you got to 

say about this? Do you think that is a 
proper function of Government? 

"Mr. STRAUS. I think the effort, the over
all effort, of that publication is a proper 
function of Government. I regret that there 
is any criticism of any individual in it. 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. I am glad to hear you 
admit that much. Would you regret some 
of these observations about citizens had they 
been in the tone of glorious praise? 

"Mr. STRAUS. Well, my primary control 
point would be whether it was factual or not. 

"Mr. WADS WORTH. That is not the point. 
You may believe that the thing may be a 
fact, but should the Government publish it? 

"Mr. STRAUS. I think the Government 
should know the thoughts of--

"Mr. WADSWORTH. Itself? 
"Mr. STRAUS. Of itself, yes; and of the 

people it is serving, to~the water users in 
my case. 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, that opens up a 
remarkable vista. If that policy may be pur-

sued without criticism by the Government 
of the United states, then every citizen of 
the United States may be subject to analysis 
as to his character and reputation in gov
ernmental publications. Isn't that right? 

"Mr. STRAUS. That has been my experience. 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. Not at public expense. 
"Mr. STRAUS. I think at public expense. 

My qualifieations have been examined rather 
thoroughly-broadcasted--

"Mr. WILSON. You mean before you be
came a public servant? 

"Mr. STRAUS. And since. 
"Mr. WILSON. Not since, before. You are 

subject to public talk when you get to be 
a public servant. 

"Mr. STRAUS. I was thinking of 'since,' Mr. 
Wilson. 

"Mr. WILsoN. Well, did your Government 
ever spend any money advertising you 
around, before you got into public office? 

"Mr. CTRAUS. Not that I recall; no. 
"Mr. WILSON. Good or bad? 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. Remember. These peo

ple are private citizens. 
"Mr. STRAUS. Yes, sir. 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. They do not hold public 

office. We all admit-you admit, I admit
that we are subject to criticism--

"Mr. STRAUS. Yes, sir. 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. By anybody. 
"Mr. MANASCO. Everybody. 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. But here we have the 

Government of the United States, at the 
expense of the taxpayers, publishing esti
mates of the characters of people who are 
private citizens. 

"Mr. STRAUS. Don't you think, Mr. WADS
WORTH, that the fact that my understanding 
was that clearly it was agreed to and accepted 
and corrected by those individuals has a bear
ing on this?" 

Page 2237: 
"Mr. WADSWORTH. We have reached a pretty 

turn when the Government of the United 
States; in o1Hcial Government publications, 
presumes to estimate or analyze the character 
and reputation of a private citizen, whether 
with his consent or not. 

"I could not suspect such a case, but some 
bureau of the Government might say that 
'WADSWORTH is a pretty good fellow,' and 
would ask me had I any objection to that 
being published in a governmental publica
tion. I might be tempted to say, 'No, I have 
no objection,' but would it be right? 

"Mr. STRAus. Under those circumstances-
"Mr. WADSWORTH. It WOUld not." 
We find that Government employees on 

Government salary and at Government ex
pense have prepared highly controversial 
material for private organizations. One such 
document (American River Development) 
contains the statement: "If you want a 
multiple-purpose dam at Folsom, with 
canals, power plant, and related works to in
sure maximum benefits, write your Congress
man and Sen a tors." 

The Bureau denies its employees attached 
this statement to the pamphlet which other
wise was fully written by Bureau employees. 
Nevertheless, the pamphlet in great numbers 
has been distributed by the Bureau of Rec
lamation in direct violation of the Criminal 
Code above cited. Commissioner Straus in 
several addresses in California by clear im
plication urged that pressure be put upon 
the Congress to bring about legislation favor
able to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The Governor of the State of California 
criticized the Bureau of Reclamation for 
issuing propaganda in an attempt to confuse 
the people of that State about Folsom Dam. 

In expressing himself regarding the con
troversy between the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, over the construction of the reservoir, 
Governor Warren declared: 

"The Army has authority to bulld the 
dam. And we are coming right up to the 

time in a couple of months when we will go 
before Congress to ask for appropriations 
and the Bureau is telling the people we will 
be robbed of our birthright. 

"This gets the people confused untll they 
don't know what is best for them. It is out
rageous. We don't care who builds the dam 
as long as it is built." 

The conflict between the Army engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation in regard to 
Folsom Dam is not consistent with proper 
administrative practice. The Congress has 
acted and has authorized construction by the 
Army engineers. Any change in that pro
gram should be suggested directly to com
mittees of the Congress. It is highly im
proper to inflame the citizens of the Ameri
can River District against the Army engineers 
in the hope that they should by bitter pro
test prevail upon the Congress to transfer 
that Department's function to the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Sound government and legis
lation cannot be predicated on such a basis. 

Throughout the Bureau of Reclamation in 
key administrative posts, not only in Wash
ington but in the regions , are men whose 
backgrounds are in the field of publicity and 
public relations. "Sell1ng" the public on so
cial theories and ideologies rather than con
struction of great engineering projects is ap
parently high on the agenda of this agency 
of Government. 

Such a fact is revealed in the testimony of 
Leon Hostetter, a former employee of the 
Bureau. 

Mr. Hostetter, a competent and highly 
trained engineer, resigned his position to en
ter into employment with private enterprise. 
He had been dis11lusioned by activities within 
the Bureau. He testified that when he at
tempted to discuss his engineering problems 
with the Fresno office, he would find Bureau 
personnel "out making speeches." This fact, 
he said, delayed the projects. 

In discussing his resignation with one 
official of the Bureau in California, Mr . Hos
tetter testified as follows: 

"Mr. HosTETTER. Mr. Nordholm expressed 
amazement that I would resign from the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

"Mr. Bow. Will you tell us just what the 
conversation was? 

"Mr. HosTETrER. I said I didn't know why 
anyone would be surprised, especially in view 
of the fact that I was accepting a position 
which was much more to my advantage than 
staying with the Bureau. He said that he 
thought that it was peculiar to him, and he 
could not do it because he wanted to be a 
member of the organization which would 
preside over the social changes in Central 
Valley. I told him, Mr. Nordholm, that I had 
no interest under heaven in such business; 
that I am an engineer, and that I expected 
to continue to be an engineer, and if I could 
not be that in the Bureau, I would have to 
go elsewhere. The unfortunate thing is that 
I have no witness for that, but you just have 
my statement. 

"Mr. HARNESS. Did this man elaborate on 
what social changes -he had in mind? 

"Mr. HOSTETTER. No, sir; I didn't give him 
any opportunity to state it. I am an engi
neer, and, as I told him, I am not interested 
in social changes of any kind. 

"Mr. HARNESS. He wanted to belong to the 
organization when the social changes took 
place? 

"Mr. HoSTETTER. As I remember his words, 
the organization which would preside over 
the social changes in the Central Valley. 

"Mr. HARNESs. Do you have any idea what 
he had in mind? 

"Mr. HosTETTER. No, sir; I don't, other than 
the fact that on a previous trip he expressed 
great a~miration for the progress made in 
Russia." 

Your committee further reports its concern 
regarding the employment of Robert Burns 
Read. Mr. Read, describing his qualifications 
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in his application for employment, stated: 
"I developed a style of newswriting which 
contrived to present fairly subtle ideas in 
simple language." 

Mr. Read also submitted the fact that he 
had for 5 years, on a voluntal.'y basis, pre
pared publicity material for the Joint Anti
Fascist Refugee Committee at 68 Post Street 
in San Francisco, Calif. 

This group, with which Mr. Read stated he 
was officially associated, has been certified 
by the Attorney General of the United States 
as subversive, in his report in the loyalty in
vestigation. 

The House Un-American Ac7ivities Com
mittee reports on the organization in part as 
follows: 

"The Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Commit
tee was cited as a Communist front organi
zation by the Special Committee on Un
American Activities in Report No. 1311, dated 
March 29, 1944. Attorney General Clark in
cluded the group on his list of 'subversive' 
organizations furnished for use of the Loyalty 
Review Board. The executive secretary and 
members of the executive board of the Joint 
Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee were cited 
April 16, 1948, for contempt of Congress; they 
were indicted April 1, 1947, and. convicted 
June 27, 1947." 

Mr. Read is still on the Bureau pay roll 
and Mr. Boke testified that he, Mr. Boke, was 
undisturbed. 

It is interesting to note that Mr. Read as 
well as Sam Woods, another information 
man, served in an executive position with an 
organization which openly supports all Bu
reau activities. 

There is a strong implication from the 
record before us that the Bureau of Recla
mation has been active in the organization 
and operation of propaganda-front confer
ences. The committee staff has been directed 
to further investigate the subject. 

Commissioner Straus openly admitted that 
statements for outside witnesses have been 
prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation staff. 
These witnesses appeared to influence legis
lation. 

From the records of the Salt Lake City con
ference we find that the Bureau rtot only has 
prepared statements but has stimulated out-, 
side witnesses (p. 314, Salt Lake City confer
ence): 

"Mr. MARKWELL. We not only made it clear 
and made as strong an indication and appear
ance as "Ne could, but we also stimulated out
side witnesses to do that." 

Even though the Appropriations Commit
tee of the Congress sought to eliminate much 
of these improper activities, the Bureau has 
regarded the limitations of the committee as 
a "name plate" function and has carried on, 
evading the intent of Congress and distorting 
the law to meet their own ends, by shifting 
the information personnel over to other por
tions of the pay roll. Just how this was ac
complished, was explained by Commissioner 
Straus at the Salt Lake City meeting, as 
follows (p. 89 of the Salt Lake City confer
ence): 

"The Senate put in a lir:_itation that ap
plies to a function under the label of 'Infor
mation,' by reducing the language in the pre
vious last year's bill that put a limitation of 
$150,000 and cut that to $50,000, making a 
national limitation on information work, so 
announced and so labeled and so set up ad
ministratively, of $50,000. 

"Pursuant to that limitation that prevailed 
when the bill was passed there was a radical 
reduction in the size of the Office of the 
Director of Information and parallel reduc
tions in the field. 

"The reductions were not spread to the 
over-all money, the salaries and expense 
money in the bill, but the limitation was 
put specifically on that name-plate function. 

"There were two regional officers of infor
mation who were preserved on salary and ex
pense accounts .- Regions 1 and 2, and the 
other regions were informed of the legisla-

tion, the appropriation action , and were in
structed to make what disposition they saw 
fit of their regional information agents that 
heretofore had been charged to salaries and 
expense, it being pointed out to them that 
it would not be enough to merely put the 
same information on a centralized project 
roll, that they would have to change the de
scription and carry it in some other way that 
came within the limitation." 

Further evidence of the manner in which 
the Bureau willfully evaded the evident in
tent of Congress to curtail the agency's pub
licity activities is seen in the statements of 
Acting Chief Information Offiqer Leonard 
Mosby, at the same meeting. This is illus
trated by the following extract (pp . 447 and 
448 of the Salt Lake City conference): 

"Mr. VERNON. Were there any limitations, 
such as paralleled the Personnel Act? 

"Mr. MosBY. We have been unable to find 
them. So far as I can see; I have not had an 
opportunity to examine the entire bill . I be
lieve the restriction is in the first section' on 
salarfes or administrative expense and it says 
that no more than $50,000 shall be spent in 
connection with. information out of this 
appropria tlon. 

"Rslated to that is the appropriation of 
$3,500,000 for administrative expense. 

"Mr. VERNON. Can we consider we are free 
to expend whatever funds are necessary 'for 
information out of project funds? 

"Mr. MOEBY. Yes, sir; I think so. 
"Mr. VERNON. I have in mind particularly 

in the opening preamble to the reclamation 
section which says what these funds are be
ing used for, which goes for information and 
making recordings and so on and so forth 
and yet with that limitation further on 
down. 

"Mr. MoSBY. It turns on the word, what this 
appropriation means, and that means $3,-
500,000." 

The extent to which officials of this agency 
of Government have gone to legislate for 
themselves is best found in the statement of 
one of the high officials (Chief Engineer) in 
the Salt Lake City conference, and we quote: 

"Mr. YouNG. There was a legal procedure 
involved there and we even went so far as to 
perjure ourselves to get ourselves out of the 
woods. It didn't amount to anything in 
money, but the principle is there." 

Your committee expresses amazement that 
in an open conference of Bureau officials 
attended by the Commissioner and his staff 
and by a member of the President's Cabinet, 
the Secretary of the Interior, there should be 
an admission of perjury. In spite of th·1s 
admission your committee staff found no 
action either to prosecute or discipline. 

Your committee has d irected the committee 
staff to vigorously continue investigation of 
the propaganda activities within the Bureau. 
Violations of the Criminal Code to date will 
be called to the attention of the Attorney 
General. All future violations will also be 
reported to the proper authorities in an 
effort by the committee to put an end to 

· these practices. 
The committee deplores, but will not be 

deterred by, attempts of Commissioner Straus 
to obstruct its investigatory efforts, through 
intimidation of Bureau employees. Examples 
of such attempts by the Commissioner are 
seen in the following teletypes which Com
missioner Straus sent to the Denver office 
when it was learned that committee investi
gators were active in that region. The tele
types follow: 

Washington to the following: 
MAY 3, 1948. 

To Chief Engineer; attention, Young, regional 
director; attention, Batson. 

W-DN 411. 
W-DN 217. 
Subject: Interviews with Harness committee 

investigators. 
Please air mail attention 400 two copies of 

a brief report of each interview with Bureau 
employees by HARNESS or other congressional 

committee investigators. These reports 
shou ld have attached copies of any t abula
tions or other material furp.ished investiga
tors. 

The Chief Engineer will please advise all 
other office heads in Denver of this request. 

STRAUS, Commissi oner. 

Washington to the following: 

W- DN7 220. 
W- DN 414. 

MAY 4, 1948. 

To Chief Engineer; regional director, Denver. 
Subject: Interviews with Harness committee 

investigators. 
Re W-DN 411 and W-DN 7: Supplement

ing my teletype of yesterday, all employees 
of the Bureau of Reclamation are expected 
to make full disclosure of factual informa
tion to authenticated investigators of the 
Harness committee or other congressional 
committees. 

The reports of interviews requested. are 
to be brief and factual and to high light the 
information requested so as to enable us to 
coordinate properly all information and data. 
given the investigators. 

STRAUS, Commissioner. 

Similar instructions were sent to the Sac
ramento office when it was learned investiga
tors were active in the California region. 
Investigators who had worked in both areas 
testified that Bureau employees ,~ho had 
been cooperating in the investigation were 
frightened by the teletypes, with the result 
that the investigators' efforts were seriously 
hampered, and their work of obtaining. evi
dence made much more difficult. 

This is considered but another example of 
bureaucratic intrigue to hamper and frus
trate the Congress in its attempt to perform 
its constitutional function. 

CONCLUSION 
In this interim report your committee 

has outlined but a few of the matters of 
which it feels it must take cognizance. 

Full opportunity was given to Bureau offi
cials to answer · charges made against them. 
Some attempts· to answer have been made 
and appear in the records. However, the 
findings in this report are based on incon
trovertible facts. 

Witnesses appeared before the committee 
who are presently employed or who are retir
ing from the Bureau. Some were critical 
of the operations of the Bureau and its offi
cials. The committee wishes to commend 
those persons who, through pride of their 
organization and through patriotic motives, 
risked personal retribution in presenting 
these facts. 

Other witnesses employed by the Bureau 
engaged in evasion, double talk, and distor
tion in an apparent effort to conceal facts 
from your committee. Such conduct by 
Government employees cannot be tolerated. 

In the hope that this committee may 
through its efforts and subsequent reports to 
the Congress assure the proper use of appro
priated funds and bring about the efficient 
and economical management of the Bureau 
of Reclamation we shall, as indicated, con
tinue our investigation. 

Approved: 
FOREST A. HARNESS (Indiana), Chairman . 
JAME::; W. WADSWORTH (New York). 
HENRY J. LATHAM (New York). 
NOTE.-Exhibits referred to in this report 

will be a part of the printed hearings. 

MINORITY Vmws OF REPRESENTATIVE MANASC(\ 
In my opinion, the charges that have been 

made against the officials of the Department 
of the Interior and the Bureau of Reclama
tion are not sustained by the evidence. ( .n 
the contrary, the record discloses that many 
obstacles were placed in the way of the 
Bureau carrying out the laws as prescribed 
:by the Congress. It is clear that there is 
intense opposition to the 16:1-acre limitation 
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and public-power provision of the reclama
tion laws that have stood unrepealed for 
more than 45 years. The propaganda that 
has been spread by that opposition through
out the Central Valley of California has, un
fortunately, necessitated th:J Bureau to spend 
considere.ble time and effort in combating 
erroneous and misleading statements ·con
cerning the applicability of the laws. Gov. 
Earl Warren, the Republican Vice Presidential 
nominee, pointed out an example of such 
propeganda to the Senate Subcommittee on 
Interior Department Appropriations. At page 
1014 of the transcript of the hearings on 
H. R. 6'705, before that subcommittee, Eight
ieth Congress, he testified as follows: 

"It was recognized in 1933 by the propo
nents of the Central Valley project in Cali
fornia that the sale of electric power from 
the pro.ect to only one possible customer 
would not result in the best financial return; 
and, in *he long run, this is bound to be true. 
Although, at the present time, the ptivate 
company is desirous o! obtaining project 
power and is no doubt willing to pay a fair 
price for it, this has not always been the 
case and may not be so in the future. For 
example, the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. cir
culated a letter, dated Dzcember 12, 1933, to 
stockholders and bondholders of the com
pany, which stated in part as follows: 'At 
present there is a surplus of power in all Cali
fornia. This company has 10 powerhouses 
shut down, and its engineers report enough 
power available to take care of all grO\'l'th 
until 194.5. This means that there is no mar
ket for additional power and that the revenue 
which the proponents so freely predict can
not possibly be earned.' 

.. Contradictory to the foregoing claim of 
the company, it should be pointed out that 
nearly 5C'O,OOO kilowatts of additional ca
pacity were installed by 1945 and that over 
600,000 kilowatts of additional generating ca
pacity have been installed since Decemb :?r 
1933 and are presently in operation to meet 
still growing power demands in its service 
area. 

un should also be pointed out that the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., in appearing re
cently before the Federal Power Commission 
for a license to construct additional hydro
electric facilities, put in evidence its con
struction program of new generating ca
pacity for the ensuing 3 years, amounting to 
1,439,700 kilowatts. In view of this large 
addition of generating capacity, it is quite 
evident a corresponding increase of main 
transmission facilities will be required. 

"The Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has con
sistently opposed Federal appropriations for 
transmission lines claiming, among other 
things, that it bas ample facilities to trans
mit the power generated at Shasta and Kes
wick power plants to points of utilization. 
Studies by the engineering staff of the State 
engineer show that the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. does not now have sufficient primary 
transmission-line capacity to dependably 
transmit south from Shasta substation the 
power output from the Shasta and Keswick 
plants of the Central Valley project and the 
output of the Pitt River plants of the com
pany. Additional primary transmission fa
cilities are required for such purposes." 

Many assertions are made throughout the 
record that the Bureau officials engaged in 
dishonest and false propaganda. Tbe sub
stantive proof, however, is totally lacking In 
that respect. No specific instances have been 
shown where any false or misleading state
ments were issued by the Bureau of Recla
mation or its officials. In fact, an adverse 
witness, testifying with respect to an article 
wntten by a Bureau information official, 
stated that the article was factually correct. 
This same witness, when questioned by the 
chairman as to whether he ever heard any 
Bureau official urge people to support or ob
ject to any pending legislation E:!id that he 
had not, and that the only thing he heard in 
that respect was a statement by Regional 

Director Boke to the df~ct that the 16:>-acre 
limitation was the law and that it would be 
enforced. 

After listening for many weeks to testi
mony presented to the committee inves
tigating the activities of tha Bureau of 
Reclamation, it is most difficult to draw a 
line as to what is true and what is propa
ganda. Thousands of ~,:ages of testimony and 
documentary evidence were presented to the 
committee, voluminous reports were sub
mitted by the committee staff, ample op
portunity was afforded those who were 
opposed to the conduct of the Bur2au of 
Rec:amation in carrying out the obLgations 
imposed upon it by the Congress to pres"nt 
their views. 

Many charges were made against repre
sentatives of the Bureau that they were 
flagrantly violating the laws of the Congress. 
However, it is my opinion that the princiJ:al 
objection to the conduct of Bur€au em
ployees was based on the fact that they were 
carrying out the duties imp~ed upon them 
by acts of Congre£s to see that the 160-acre 
limitation and the public r;ower provisions 
of the law were observed in the Central Val
ley of California. 

Differences of opinion were expressed as 
to w-hether or not the acts of Congress re
strict furni~hing water to the family-sized 
farm unit. I gathered from the statements 
of some of the witnesses in the early r:art 
of the hearings that about the only hope 
they bad of correcting the 160-acre limitat'on 
was to change the national administration 
from the office of Chief Executive down to -
the Bureau heads in the Department of the 
Intericr. Since the hearings were concluded, 
with the exception of the testimony of the 
Secretary of the Interior. the great Repub
lican Party held its convention In Phila
delph!a and in its J:.lat!orm instead of going 
on reccrd as favoring repeal of the 160-acre 
limitation the platform endorses the prin
ciple of family-sized farm units, which in 
some instances could mean farms of 30 acres 
or less. When the selection for the positron 
of President and Vice President was made, 
the hope of those who woUld like to see the 
public power policies of this administration 
and the 160-acre limitation removed must 
have been dashed upon the rocks of political 
oblivion. 

Governor Warren, the candidate for Vice 
President, has been outspoken in public 
statements and in statements before con
gressional committees supporting the family
sized farm units to be furnished water by 
the Bureau of Reclamation and also in favor 
of the public power policies of the Bureau 
as directed by acts of Congress. Governor 
Dewey is also on record as approving the 
family-sized farm units as evidenced by his 
complete endorsement of the Republican 
platform. I point out these things because 
of the fact that the major part of this record 
is devoted to testimony concerning the carry
ing out of those laws, and the insistence of 
Bureau officials that they be enforced. I 
think anyone could draw the conclusion upon 
reading the hearings that the principles in
volved in this controversy are not person
alities but policies laid down by the Con
gress. Any Bureau head or subordinate who 
faithfully carried out the provisions of law 
as laid down by the Congress would have met 
with the same difficulties and would have had 
the same opposition as the present Bureau 
representatives, whether he be engineer, 
lawyer, accountant, or what not. A large 
amount of testimony dealt with the question 
of whether or not the bead of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and his principal assistants 
should !lave been engineers. To my mind 
these positions should be filled with capable 
administrators. Having a degree in engineer
ing. law, or any of tl:te arts does not neces
sarily qualify a person for an administrative 
position. The presidents of some of the 
greatest industrial corporations in our Nation 
today are lawyers, yet qnder the contention 

of many of the antagonists of the Bureau, 1f 
carried into effect in private industry, only 
engineers would be qualified to head manu
facturing firms. The record also shows that 
administration of the reclamation laws is a 
tremendous task in itself, there being over 
803 pages of laws which govern the operation 
of the Bureau and it might well be said that 
the head of the Bureau should be a lawyer. 
Since a lot of boo~ckeeping and ac<:ounting 
is involved it might well be sa:d that the 
head of the Bureau shou:d be a certified pub
lic accountant. In view of the fact that 
lands must be classified under the law and 
repayment to the Government is depend:?nt, 
to some extent, on the value of the crops, it 
might be said that the head should be an 
agr:culturist. 

Due to the enormous cost of these recla
mation projects some taxpayers might won
der if it would not be advisable to turn the 
project back to the· States and let them 
complete construction and administer the 
program. The Central Valley project will 
eventually cost o'\"er $100,CO:J,OOO for tbe 
benefit of the owners of approximately 
1,000,000 acres of land. I am wondering if 
the taxpayers of New York, I ndiana, and 
Michigan are willing to continue to appro
priate huge sums of interest-free money for 
the benefit of a few. 

The opponents of the Central Valley proj· 
ect will not be satisfied. by merely removing 
ce1·tain personnel in the Bureau of Reclama
tion. They will not be satisfied until the 
law under which the ideologies here involved 
have been repealed, or nullified b7 failure tc 
carry them out by the heads of tbe Bureau. 
The ideologies are written in the law. The 
removal o! these cflicials for enforcing tbe 
law may tend to intimidate future officials 
and if the precedent. were earned into other 
bureaus of the Government those who do not 
like to pay taxes might, by intimidation and 
otherwise, get the collectors of internal reve
nue to nullify the acts of Congress. 

Much ado has been made over the ques
tion of whether or not representatives of the 
Government fals:fied the carry-overs in the 
1948 budget. Mter hearing all the testi
mony, I think a person who wanted to take 
either side could find testimony to back up 
his belief. 

To my way of thinking, the principal diffi
culty encountered by members of this com
mittee and other committees of the House 
and Senate arose from the question of 
whether or not carry-ove:rs meant additional 
appropriations, or whether it meant comple. 
tion of work previously authorized. Ap
parently, many peopl_e have been misled to 
believe that the carry-overs were bidden ap
propriations to be used any way the bureau 
heads could, or any way they so desired. 

The truth is, the carry-overs :represented 
appropriations for work previously author
ized and which should have been completed, 
but due to material shortages, weather con
ditions, and manpower shortages, were not 
completed as scheduled and had to be car-. 
ried in the next fiscal year. The cost of the 
work, however, remained the same. These 
carry-overs in no way affected the propo...c:ed 
completion dates of the projects, or the total 
amount of work involved. If the contractor 
could complete the work that is scheduled 
to be completed in 1S52 by the latter part 
of this year without any additional cost to 
the taxpayers of the United States, it is diffi
cult to see how anyone could oppose such 
rapi'd completions. The estimates made 
some 8 or 9 months before the end of the 
fiscal year as to the amount of work that 
will be unfinished at the end of the fiscal 
year, can only be a guess, and the evidence 
shows that when the Bureau officials were 
testifying before the Senate subcommittee, 
they knew that the money wh.ich consti
tuted the carry-overs would be required to 
pay contract earnings, in addit ion to the 
moneys needed for new work that would be 
undertaken. The money was actually used 
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up in the next-fiscal year, .and I do not believe 
any falsification has been shown. 

I realize that the Congress should be 
diligent in following the appropriations made 
for the executive branch of the Government, 
and oppose a government by bureaucracy 
as much as any member of the committee. 
However, I think we face a grave danger 
from the Congress itself if we fall into the 
philosophy of administration of laws by the 
Congress itself under our democratic system 
of government. Of necessity, the . executive 
departments must execute the la.ws passed 
by Congress, and if they fail to execute these 
laws properly, Congress should take cogniz
ance of that fact and try to bring them 
in line; but, if the Congress itself attempts 
to administer the laws we are headed down 
the highway of totalitarianism. 

Much of the evidence presented by the 
committee's investigators was hearsay and 
highly opinionated, but even a considerable 
portion of this was successfully . refuted by 
the Bureau's witnesses. A statement was 
offered for the record entitled "Fifty State
ments and the Facts,'' and although it was 
not placed in the record, it was orally 
presented by Bureau witnesses and points 
out some of the erroneous statements that 
were put in the record. 

It developed in the hearings on June 2.9, 
that thcr~ is an unfortunate fight, which up 
to now has been kept under cover, between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army 
Engineers, which was very disturbing. It 
was most unfortunate that two agencies of 
the Government, charged with the obligation 
of preserving natural · resources, should be 
fighting each other. Instead of fighting each 
other, I think they should both be working 
for the common good. It is somewhat re
freshing to know that Congress is now try
ing to resolve those difficulties, and I sin
cerely trust that the Congress will be able 
to do so without undue pressure from each 
agency; 

Considerable testimony was offered con
cerning the so-called shut-down of the Cen
tral Valley project on November 30, 1947. 
The earlier testimony in the RECORD left the 
impression that all work on the project had 
stopped and that the Bureau of Reclamation 
was maintaining its full pay roll while every
thing was at a standstill. As the testimony 
developed, however, - it was conclusively 
established that the Bureau of Reclamation 
did not order any shut-down of work, but 
expected all work to continue on the project 
even though the funds were exhausted. In· 
fact, it was on this basis that the principles 
of the antideficiency law were applied. Only 
four contractors did · shut down, all the 
others continuing work in anticipation of 
supplemental appropriations, which the Con
gress very expeditiously provided. The 
charge was made that this shut-down was 
planned so as to embarrass the Congress and 
that work was speeded up by the Bureau to 
effect that result. 

My impression from the testimony is that 
the work continued in its normal course, in 
the most economical and efficient rate of con
struction. The invalidity of those charges 
is evidenced by testimony elsewhere in the 
record that the Bureau instead of speeding 
up construction was slowing down construc
tion in order to enforce the signing of repay
ment contracts. Evidence was offered by the 
Bureau, which to me seemed quite conclu
sive, to the effect that the Bureau had to con
tinue its organization to supervise the work 
that had not stopped. That constituted a 
substantial amount of worlt, and I believe 
the Bureau would have been grossly derelict 
in its duty if it disbanded its organization 
and closed the project down. In fact, I do 
not believe it would have been authorized 
under the law to do so. 

It seems to me that the facts are simply 
this: That the Bureau needed $20,000,000 of 
new money for the fiscal year 1948 to carry_ 
out its program. Its carry-over funds which 

remained from the previous fiscal year were 
needed to complete the work previously pro
gramed for that year. When Congress ap
propriated only $9,000,000 instead of the $20,-
000,000 needed, it was obvious that the work 
could not continue throughout the whole 
fiscal year. The record here also shows that 
the Congress was advised of that fact prior 
to the time it made its appropriations. It 
is interesting to note that Congress later not 
only made up the difference, but appropriated 
nearly $2,000,000 . more than was originally 
requested. 

Some testimony was presented to the effect 
that there was some $6,000,000 or $7,000,000 
available on November 30, 1947, to pay con
tractor earnings on the Friant-Kern canal 
after that date. The Bureau's witnesses, 
however, point out that even if there were 
no statutory restrictions on tlle use of that 
money, which apparently there was, work 
elsewhere on the project would have had to 
be stopped. True, some misjudgments were 
made in the hurried efforts to get out the 
required notices as to the status of funds, 
but, even with the hindsight now available, 
it is evident that work could have continued 
only a few days longer. 

As to the statements concerning claims 
against the Bureau by contractors arising out 
of the exhaustion of funds, the record does 
not show any such cl~ims. It appears that 
the four contractors who stopped work sought · 
to obtain relief legislation from the Congress, 
but as yet that has not been granted. The 
Bureau denies any legal liability. 

The reclamation laws are so voluminous 
and complex that no fair appraisal of the 
activities of the Bureau can -be made with
out a thorough understanding of those laws. 
The reclamation program, in accordance with 
authorized laws and the annual appropria
tions, provides aid in the development of 
western land and water resources for the 
primary purpose of increasing opportunities 
to develop family-sized irrigation farms, and 
for improved family livelihood to rural and 
urban population -in the irrigated areas of 
the 17 Western States. Those policies of the 
Congress have been implicit throughout 46 
years of lt;!gislative history. While the great 
dams, canals, power plants, and transmission 
lines which the Bureau of Reclamation has 
designed and constructed are monuments to 
engineering skill, t~ey are but the instru
ments by which the Congress has made pos
sible the administration of its policies for 
extending the human opportunities which 
are reflected in the rapidly expanding popu
lation of the West in both the rural and 
urban areas. · 

As reported to the committee of the Con
gress, more than $1,000,000,000 has been in
vested, to date, in the construction of Federal 
reclamation projects. Authorized projects re
quire for their completion more than 3.3 bil
lion dollars additional. On the 58 projects 
in operation, serving some 5 million acres 
with irrigation water, including 21 projects 
with power facilities having in excess of 2 
million kilowatts of capacity, there are 95,000 
farm families. The authorized program un
der constr-uction will extend irrigation serv
ices to an additional 10 million acres, which 
will comprise 70,000 family-sized farms. 
Those projects will provide 4%, millipn addi
tional kilowatts of hydroelectric power ca
pacity. In recent large appropriations for 
reclamation, the Congress has evidenced its 
desire that the Bureau drive this work rapidly 
to completion. Especially is this true of the 
Central Valley project. 

Since 1902 the laws enacted by the Con
gress to regulate the Federal reclamation 
program properly and wisel:· have provided 
in such a manner that this great program will 
result in engineering works so designed and 
so operated as to effect the human purposes 
which are fundamental in our democratic 
way of life. The Bureau of Reclamation, by 
law, is made responsible for many aspects of 
the program, in addition to the strictly en-

gineering construction activities, and the Bu
reau, by law, is authorized to employ person
nel qualified to meet these nonengineering 
responsibilities. Among such nonengineer
ing activities are the settlement of projects 
and, in cooperation _ with agricultural agen
cies~ aid to project settlers in developing new 
irrigation farms. Another important nonen
gineering responsibility is securing the re
payment of project costs in keeping with the 
water users repayment ability. 

l'he laws of the Congress require that the 
Bureau of Reclamation so plan and adminis
ter the projects and the facilities constructed 
as to comply with our basic democratic ob
jectives of encouraging family-sized farming 
and preference to public bodies in the mar
keting of electric energy. 

Although the chairman, from time to time, 
advised the witnesses against the Bureau that 
the .. hearing was not concerned with the 
merits or demerits of the statutory provisions 
of the reclamation law, a very substantial 
portion of the record is devoted to discussions 
of the views of individuals in that respect-. 
It was not until about June 4, 1948, more 
t~an a month after the hearings began, that 
the record was furnished with a factual de
scription of the statutory functions of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. The so-called social 
activities against which some witnesses testi
fied as propaganda turn out actually to be 
the admin~stra_tion of the declared policy of 
every Congress, Democratic and Republican 
alike, since Theodore Roosevelt first spon
sored the reclamation law in 1902. More:. 
over, it was made plain that the information 
activities under criticism are conducted un
der substantive directives from the Congress 
and with public funds made available for the 
dissemination of information. , . 

I am of the view, however, that one par-
' ticular publication merits the censure of the 
committee and the Congress. This publica
tion is a 162-page mimeographed document 
entitled "They Subdued the Desert," by Bar
row Lyons, then the Chief Information Officer 

. _of the Bureau of Reclamation. The publi
c~tion consists of reports of a series of inter
views with irrigation farmers throughout the 
West, together with editorial comment by 
the author. The fact that the author has in
cluded reports from persons both favorable 
to and critical of the Bureau of Reclamation 
does not justify the expenditure of public 
funds for gratuitous reports and analyses of 
the social philosophies of private citizens. 

Aiso, a large amount of testimony was de
voted to speeches made by the Commissioner 
of Reclamation, particularly to certain 
speeches made at Richmond and Sacramento, 
Calif., concerning the American River devel
opment. While there is little or no evidence 
that these or other speeches were in viola
tion of the Antilobbying Act, l am of the 
view that responsible public officials -should 
maintain a higher degree of alertness with 
respect to the implications of their public 
appearances, in order that their vulnerability 
to possible censme be minimized. 

It is quite apparent that most of the criti
cism of the Bureau of Reclamation has had 
its inspiration in two sources. One source is 
opposition to the steadfast insistence of Bu
reau officials in carrying into effect the excess
land and public-power provisions of existing 
law. The other source is a not unnatural 
professional prejudice on the part of some 
engineers against a reorganization which had 
had to be geared to a highly expanded pro
gram of water and power development and 
which quite properly has included some non
engineers in certain top positions of admin
istrative supervision and direction. 

The record of these committee hearings 
supports the view that officials of the Bu
reau of Reclamation generally have been 
doing their work as directed by the Congress. 
The publicity may, at times, have been in
discreet, but it was not · unlawful. There is 
no evidence that Federal funds were wasted 
or misspent, that accounts were fals.l.fied; 
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that ·financial conditions were misrepre
sented, or the Bureau officials engaged in any 
unlawful acts. 

It is important that the Congress view 
these charges and the evidence presented in 
the light of their political implications. If 
the Congress believes that the laws should 
be changed or repealed, such action should 
be taken in accordance with the constitu
tional methods prescribed. · Ours is the 
greatest Government on the face of the 
earth, and we should keep it that way. We 
should not ·sacrifice its great principles to 
the wishes of any particular group.-· The 
Halls of Congress should not be used to 
avenge disappointed expectations, to for-' 
ward schemes of personal ambition, to grat
ify private malice, to strengthen or destroy 
the power of a political party, or to punish 
the opposition or to repress its dissensions. 

Over a period of many Y.ears there . has 
been a growing tendency in our country for 
the people, the States, and local political 
subdivisions to come to the Federal Treas
ury to solve all problems and pay for all 
domestic improvements. Until recently a 
great number of our people . thought that 
Federal money came free and not from the 
pockets of those who were to benefit by its 
use. · Our people are now groaning under a 
heavy tax burden and unless they· slow down 
on their requests for Federal assistance the 
tax burden will get higher. For a long time· 
many of our ·citizens have labored under 
the delusion that Federal funds . -and ai:r;. 
were the only free things on the earth. We 
now begin to realize that even the air is not 
free , for someone has to work to· provide the 
food to fm:nish the body energy to inhale 
air. Thus nothing under the sun is free, and 
the sooner .all our people learn this truth the· 
better oti we will be. · 

There has been a lot of complaint_in the . 
Central Valley area about the acreage limi
tation and the contr acts that force excess 
landowners· to 'dispose of their land if the 
land · is · to receive supplementary ·water: 
These· people should know by now ·that if 
they are to water at the Federal trough, they 
must be governed by Federal control. . Re-. 
gardless of what we preach, wherever Fed-· 
eral funds go, Federal control is not far be
hind, and if our State governments are sin
cere about opposing l 'ederal control · they 
had bet ter awaken to th ~ true situation and 

. start solving some of their own problems, 'Or 
sooner or later the Federal Government will 
have taken over all their functions, and the 
taxpayers wil~ insist in doing away with 
State government altogether in order to re
duce the cost of government. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. ELLIS asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks in the Ap
pendix of the RECORD in three separate 
instances and in each to include a news
paper article. 

Mr. MASON asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap
pendix of the RECORD and include an edi-
torial. . 

Mr. BRADLEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD in two separate 
instances and in each to include an 
editorial. 

Mr. RICH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the· 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
article from the National Association of 
Chambers of Commerce entitled "Fed
eral Spending Is the Greatest Single 
Cause of Inflation." 

SHALL WE REENACT THE EXCESS-
PROFITS TAX? . 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 

XCIV--615 

1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? _ 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, President 

Truman today recommends the Congress 
reenact· the wartime excess-profits tax, 
repealed in 19~5 by a Democratic Con
gress and signed by President Truman. 
He says we made a mistake then and we 
should correct that mistake now in order 
to check inflation. Was the Congress . 
right when it repealed the wartime ex
cess-profits tax, or is the President right 
now? The answer to this question is to 
be found in the results obtained by re
pealing that tax. What were those · re
sults? 

· Mr. Speaker, when we repealed the 
wartime excess-profits tax we permitted · 
American business corporations gener
ally to retain $4,000,000,000 that the 
Government ·had been collecting each. 
year from them, and to plow that 
amount back into business expansion. 
This proved a stimulating shot in the 
arm for American business and resulted 
in- · 

First. A tremendous business expan
sion, almost a boom, where a recession 
had been predicted by the President and 
his advisers. 

Second. Five million three hundred 
thousand new jobs were created by this 

· business expansion, boosting employ
ment levels to an all-time high, reach
ing the 60;000,000 job goal that F. D: R. 
had set for 1950, almost 3 years ahead of 
the time set. 
· ·Thirtl. Our national production index 

was boosted 15 points. This great in
crease in production should have-resulted 
in decreased prices, but' it did not, largely 
because we exported to Europe last year 
$14,000,000,000 worth of scarce goods
steel, farm machinery, tractors, food, 
coal-instead of our normal exports to 
Europe of $4,000,000,000 worth of goods. 

Fourth. This business expansion also 
resulted in an actual increase in Treas
ury receipts, ending the fiscal year June 
30, 1948, with the unprecedented Treas
ury surplus of eight and one-fourth bil
lion dollars. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, should we reverse 
the trend we started in 1945? Do we 
want to undo the good we accomplished 
then? Shall we now bring on the de
pression we anticipated but avoided in 
1945, with its consequent unemployment, 
reduced production, lower wages, busi
ness failures, and so forth-all of which 
are part of a depression?' I say this 
Congress can give but one answer to the 
President's request to reenact the war
time excess-profits tax, and that answer 
is "No." 

THE RISING SPIRAL OF INFLATION 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman fro·m 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, it is · 

my urgent hope that Congress will not 

adjourn this special session without first . 
having done something to curb the rising 
spiral of inflation and to halt the soaring · 
cost of living. The people of this country 
are watching to see what we will do. 
They are entitled to expect that we will · 
do something. While they may be in
terested to know who or what is re
sponsible for the present high cost of 
those things which they need, they are 
much more intereste( In finding a solu
tion to the very vexing problem which 
confronts them. It is all very well for 
members of each political party to point 
the finger of blame at the other-and in 
that connection I do not contend that 
the factual background of the present 
condition should. not be made known. 
Our people should be informed so that 
they may draw their own conclusions . . 
But in the few remaining days of this 
special session the people want positive · 
action which will afford them relief. If 
Congress does not act it will have been 
derelict in its duty. It is my understand-

. ing that legislation restricting the easy 
flow of money and credits will be intro
duced. If that is so, I trust that we shalL 
have an opportunity to vote upon such 
legislation and I sincerely urge my co1.:.· 
leagues to support it. 

THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- . 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my re
marks and include an editorial from 
the New York Times. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to · 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I feel it my 

duty, as it is certainly my pleasure, to 
call to the attention of the Congress that 
today, August 4, has been formally de_sig
nated as Coast Guard Day. Appropri
ate celebrations are being held through
out the country to mark the anniversary 
of this organization, whicr is almost as 
old as the Nation itself. 

The Coast Guard, or rather its an
cestor, was instituted by Alexander Ha-m
ilton in 1790. Through all the years 
since, it has served the Nation gloriously 
in war and faithfully in :?eace. 

The United States is, and should be,_ 
the world's leading maritime nation. Its 
need for the various services of the 
Coast Guard continues to grow. Its 
dramatic character is frequently em
phasized in the daily press; its day-by
day routine is sometimes overlooked. It 
is fitting, therefore, that a special day 
should be set to emphasize the impor
tance to the welfare Of our country of 
the loyal and patriotic service quietly and 
effectively given us by 20,000 of our finest 
citizens. · 

I am including by your permission a 
brief editorial appearing in the New 
York Times of August 3, 1948: 

COAST GUARD ANNIVERSARY 

The First Congress in 1790 approved the 
expenditure of $10,000 for the securing of 
10 cutters which, manned by "respectable 
characters," would enforce the Tariff Act of 
1789. This Revenue Marine or Revenue Serv
ice, as it was variously called, was merged in 
1915 with the Life Saving Service to form 
the Coast Guard. Through the years it has 



9752 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE AUGUST 4. 
taken over other functions, including light
house work, and marine inspection and navi
gation. 

This week, on the !58th anniversary, the 
17,000 men and 2,500 officers who make up 
the Coast Guard complement, are still the 
"respectable characters" called for by Alex
ander Hamilton in his recommendation as 
Secretary of the Treasury. The Guard's war
time strength was nearly 180,000, and each 
one knew pride in the oldest of the Nation 's 
armed services that has functioned con
tinuously since its founding. 

They knew pride in the service's heritage 
and they were in turn the object of the Na
tion's pride, for the Guard's combat war rec
ord was splendid. Then, as now in peace, 
the men of the service honor the pledge in 
their motto, Semper Paratus. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DONDERO asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the REcORD and include an 
editorial. 

THE SCHOOL-LUNCH PROGRAM 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, for a long 

time I have observed, as a member of 
the Agricultural Committee, the fact 
that the Department of Agriculture, as 
well as other agencies of the Govern
ment, are tremendously in favor of the 
school-lunch program in crder to get rid 
of surpluses. I have consequently 
accused them for some t ime of using the 
children's stomachs as garbage cans to 
get rid of a lot of surpluses that the 
Government has on hand. 

I now find that my charges are con
firmed by the fact that a lot of schools 
are turning back their aid from the 
Federal Government for school-lunch 
programs for the very good reason the 
Government is supplying· them with a 
lot of old stuff, with a lot of surplus 
commodities that they are purchasing 
on the open market in order to keep the 
prices up. 

Let no one dispute the fact that this 
administration is doing everything 
humanly possible to keep prices high. 
The responsibility should be placed 
where it belongs-on the present ad
ministration. What we need down at 
the other end of Pennsylvania A venue 
is Just plain horse sense and common 
honesty. 

[From the Philadelphia (Pa.) Sunday 
Bulletin] 

SOME oF PENNSYLVANIA ScHooLS CooL To 
LUNCH SUBSIDIEs-NOT SURE THEY WANT 
UNITED STATEs FuNDS DouBLED OvER LAST 
YEAR'S 
Pen nsylvania's public schools can get twice 

as much Federal money for school children's 
lunches this year as they spent last year
but school officials by no means are sure they 
want it . 

This situ ation emerged yest erday follow
ing announcemen t from Harrisburg that the 
Feder al lunch program in the coming t erm 
will pour $3 ,372,863 int o Pennsylvania. 

The amount m ade available last year was 
$2,000,000, but so man y school d ist rict s failed 
to t ake par t in the program that approxi
mately $350,000 was ret urn ed to Washin gton. 

WANTS RATE INCREASED 
Announcement of the increased Federal 

funds for the State was made by Miss Frances 
L. Haag, head of the lunch program for the 
State department of public instruction, who 
deplored the fact that the 9-cent rate for in
dividual lunches has not been increased. 

The money is used, she explained, to help 
defray the costs of nutritious meals for school 
children. For example, the average cost of 
a luncheon platter approved by the Federal 
Government for the lunch program is 23 
cents .• The Government will pay 9 cents to
ward the meal, leaving a balance of 14 cents 
to be paid by the individual child. 

Even though the cost is lowered by Federal 
aid, including gifts of food in addition to the 
money, many school districts take no part in 
the program. 

Other districts, including Philadelphia, 
participate 100 percent. _ 

CITY SCHOOLS GET BULK 
"Philadelphia schools probably get the bulk 

of the Federal funds coming to Pennsyl
vania," said Add B. Anderson, secretary of the 
board of education. 

"All our schools that have cafeterias take 
part in the program," he said, "and all 
schools, even those without cafeterias, take 
part in the program whereby the Federal Gov
ment pays 2 cents toward the cost of every 
half pint of milk bought by school children. 

"We serve 29-cent lunch platters in our 
cafeterias at a cost to the pupils of 20 
cents-the 9-cent difference being paid by 
the Government," Anderson said. 

Asked about the possibilit y of higher meal 
costs, mentioned by Miss Haag in suggesting 
that the 9-cent Federal payment be increased, 
Anderson replied: 

"The school board would be extremely 
reluctant to raise cost of meals to children. 
We are studying methods by which we hope 
to be able to effect economies." · 

MANY PREFER OTHER FOOD 
Where Federal lunch money aid has re

ceived a cold welcome, in some other school 
districts the reason frequently given is that 
pupils themselves pass up the wholesome 
meals prepared with Federal aid and prefer 
to spend their money on such items as ham
burgers and soft drinks. Many children re
fuse to drink the plain milk provided with 
Federal aid, insisting on chocolate milk. 

Most frequently heard of all is the com
plaint about the food that the schools must 
accept from the Federal Government if they 
sign up for the lunch-fund program. It is 
good and wholesome food, but sometimes not 
what children would order. 

Much of the food is surplus. Some of it 
is bought by the Government to maintain 
farm prices. Huge shipments of walnuts, 
raisins, or potatoes arrive at the schools and 
must be used. Then there are powdered eggs, 
familiar to all veterans and still being dis
posed of as war surplus. 

"Imagine our country schools trying to 
serve powdered eggs to farm children who 
can get all the fresh eggs they want right 
at home," one county school official said. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

FEDERAL JUDGE J. WATIES WARING 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gent leman from South 
Carolina ? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, the time 

has come for me to break my silence on 
the high -handed, unjudicial, ungentle
manly, outrageous, and deplorable con
duct of a member of the Federal bench 

in South Carolina. His name is J. 
Waties Waring. I have had an almost 
_irresistible impulse to make a statement 
long before but have feared that my mo
tives might be misconstrued as favoring 
some particular candidate in the Senate 
race now being heatedly waged in South 
Carolina. 

However, since this matter has now 
been brought into the open, I feel that 
I can safely discuss the man. He is as 
cold as a dead Eskimo in an abandoned 
igloo. Lemon juice flows in his frigid 
and calculating veins. By means of the 
FBI and the United States marshals, he 
has lampooned, lambasted, and vilified 
with unparalleled vituperation the com
fort and ease of the outstanding mem
bers of the bar of South Carolina. At 
times he has literally banished some of 
them from his court by force. He should 
be removed by the force of a boot, if nec
essary, from office, because he is a dis
grace to the Federal judiciary of the 
United States. 

Every lawyer in South Carolina lives 
in mortal fear of this monster and every
one who reads this speech will thank God 
that I made it because I am speaking for 
the vast majority of the bar of Scuth 
Carolina. 

Vast numbers of lawyers have aban
doned practice in the Federal court be
cause of this individual. 

I am not complaining about his deci
sion permitting Negroes to vote. I think 
anybody, whether he is a lawyer or not, 
could see that the Federal courts were 
going to permit the Negroes to vote in 
South Carolina primaries. The Awk
right case was the signal for this. And, 
personally, I have felt for many years 
that we have had. thousands of qualified 
Negroes in South Carolina who should be 
permitted to vote in our primaries. 
However, I did not feel then and I do 
not feel now that illiterates, white or 
black, should be permitted to vote, and 
I have on many occasions advocated an 
educational requirement for the right to · 
vote. I was the first person that I know 
in South Carolina pubic office to advo
cate a secret ballot in general elections, 
and as everybody knows, Negroes have 
always voted in general elections in 
South Carolina and everywhere else in 
the Nation. 

However, in the interpretation of what 
a judge considers to be law, whether he 
is right or wrong, he does not have to go 
through a metamorphosis and become a 
monster. The law should be interpreted 
with dignity. The law should be inter
preted so that people will have a respect 
for law. Judge Waring's miserable con
duct in issuing orders has been nothing 
short of star-chamber procedure. But 
his clumsy handling of a delicate situa
t ion has hurt the case of the Negro in 
South Carolina. This is unfortunate 
and I trust will not long obtain. Unless 
he is removed, there will be bloodshed. 
I prophesy bloodshed because he is now 
in the process of exact ing a pound of 
flesh from the whit e people of South 
Carolina because through his own ac
tions he h as been ost racized from their 
society. 

I charge that Waring's decisions are 
so political, he is hopeful for a promo
t ion to the circuit court of appeals if 
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by some curious twist Lightweight Harry 
Truman should slip into the White House 
for another term. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? Who appointed this 
judge? · 

Mr. ·RIVERS. Do not ask me that. I 
will answer in this way,' however: We 
have an organization now and we do not 
have to follow the screwballs who stole 
the Democratic Party. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that today. following 
any special orders heretofore entered, 
my colleague the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WILLIAMS] may be per
mitted to address the House for 40 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER._ Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that today, following 
any special orders heretofore entered, I 
may .be permitted to address the House 
for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island? 

There was no objection. 
WANTED: SIGNATURES ON DOUGLAS 

T-E-W HOU.SING DISCHARGE PETITION 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I was 

one of the first to sign the Doug
las petition to discharge the House Bank
ing and Currency Committee and the 
Rules Committee and to force the con
sideration of the T-E-W long-range 
housing bill that is so badly needed at 
this time. The passage of this bill is 
point No. 2 on the President's "must" 
program. 

There should be no doubt in any Mem
ber's mind that the only way that we 
can bring this bill up .for consideration 
is by signing the discharge petition. The 
signatures on the discharge petition will 
reveal the true friends of low-cost hous
ing in the Eightieth Congress. 

It should be plain to every one of us 
that the people of the Nation will get 
relief on housing in no other way except 
by forcing the issue and obtaining the 
218 signatures that are required to force 
a vote. Our veterans and the people in 
the low-income groups are disappointed 
and disillusioned over the shortage of 
houses and apartments for rent. The 
crisis in rental housing is here now-the 
people are tired of listening to the hous
ing lobbyists: they will ask each one of 
us "What have you done about hous
ing?" It will do no good for any Con
gressman to give these people a harangue. 
based on real-estate-lobby propaganda. 
The real-estate interests complain that 
the T-E-W bill is socialistic, communis
tic, and subsidization of a small group 
of our citizenry, and therefore it is on
American and uneconomical. 

To answer that argument I can simply 
state that for many years we have been 
subsidizing the farmers, and is it any 
less -Amer-ican to bail out industrial 
workers and city dwellers? 

The T-E-W bill authorizes the con
struction of 50,000 ·low-cost housing units 
annually for 10 years, and has a .provi
sion for public assistance in large-scale 
building developments. 

The Eightieth Congress was quick to 
give relief to big business and to the big 
profit makers by reducing income taxes. 
They were- also quick to peddle out bil
lions of dollars for relief for Europeans 
under the European recovery plan, but 
now when it comes to giving relief to 
our own American citizens who are in 
the low..,wage earner group and must rent 
because they cannot afford to buy these 
high-priced and inflated houses, they are 
being shunted aside with the cry that 
"it is subsidization, socialistic and com
munistic, therefore on-American." 

We have appropriated billions of dol
lars for the country's defense system and 
for security of our Nation. Is it not 
just as important and. vital for our se
curity internally to provide housing for 
our citizens? 

If any Member of the House has ·any 
doubts as to the need of low-cost hous
ing, then. l invite him to come to the 
cities of Detroit, Hamtramck, Highland 
Park, and Dearborn, Mich., and see for 
himself the slums in which our people 
are forced to live. Let ·him see if he can 
find a house or an apartment for rent 
at a price that the low or middle income 
groups can afford. Let him see how 
three E.nd four families are cramped-to
gether in an old dilapidated one-family, 
shack, and then they will understand 
why we have so much juvenile delin
quency, and why there is such an in
crease in crime, disease, and civil and 
labor unrest. 

We who have signed the discharge 
petition are not dreamers, crackpots, or 
do-gooders. There is a crisis in the na
tional housing situation. These are 
real conditions, inescapable conditions, 
which confront a substantial portion of 
our population. You cannot close your 
eyes to the facts. 

America's housing situation has be
come a national emergency, and the time 
for debate, for knuckling under to pri
vate real-estate interests has long passed. 
We need only 60 more signatures to 
the discharge petition; we must not 
leave here without solving the housing 
proble-m. 

The American Legion, by official man
dates of the national conventions and 
national executive committee, has rec
ommended this legislation. From the 
Legion's letter of July 27, 1948, I quote 
the paragraph on housing: 

H. R. 4488, the American Legion bill to 
create the Veterans' Homestead Act of 1948, 
was reported to the House May 3, 1948, and 
is on House calendar. This bill would greatly 
relieve the chaotic housing conditions faced 
by veterans in their desperate efforts to se
cure by rental or purchase housing at prices 
they can afford to pay. At its meeting in 
May 1948 the national executive committee 
of the American Legion adopted a mandate 

-supporting the so-called Taft-Ellender-Wag
ner housing bill provided the provisions of 
H. R. 4488 were included as an amendment 

to that bill. Any housing legislation enacted 
during . this session of Congress should be 
amended to include the provisions of H. R. 
4488, as presently on the House calendar. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States on July 28, 1948, wrote as 
follows: 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, 
washington, D. C., July 28, 1948. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: During the second ses
sion of the Eightieth Congress the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of the United States, in 
accordance with resolutions adopted by na- · 
tiona! conventions in 1946 and 1947, strongly 
urged favorable action by the House of Rep
resentatives with respect to a housing bill, 
S. 866, or a companion bill, H. R. 2523. It 
was the belief of our officers and delegates 
in national convention tha: this legislation 
offered the greatest encouragement toward 
the development of a program that would 
help to solve the shortage of low-cost and 
low-rental housing. 

In the absence of favorable committee ac
tion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars joined 
with other groups- in attempting to bring 
this legislation out on the floor of the House 
through use of the discharge- petition. Let
ter appeals were addressed to Members of 
the House of Representatives requesting 
their signatures on discharge petition No. 6, 
which would relieve the House Banking and 
Currency Committee from further consid
eration of the bills. Approximately 160 sig
natures were obtained before the s:econd ses
sion adjourned June 19, 1948. 

Congress has now been called back into 
special session to consider, among other 
things, housing legislation. In view of the 
housing situation, and the failure of Con
gress to reach a decision on housing legis
lation during the second session, the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars again solicits your 
cooperation with respect to S. 866 or H. R. 
2523 by signing discharge petition No. 6, if 
you have not alreaa-y done sa. 

We remain of the same opinion that this 
legislation is the best proposal yet advanced 
toward solving the shortage of low-cost and 
low-rental housing. 

Respectfully yours, 
. 0MAR B. KETCHUM, 

Director. 

The letter that I received last Friday 
from the city of Dearborn, Mich., and a 
statement made by the mayor of Detroit, 
the Honorable Eugene I. Van Antwerp, 
should be read and seriously considered 
by every Member of Congress. I here
with enclose the letter and the state
ment: 

CITY OF DEARBORN, 
HOUSING BUREAU. 

July 27, 1948. 
Han. GEORGE G. SADOWSKI, Congressman, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SADOWSKI: One Of the reasons for 
which the President of the United States has 
called a special session of Congress is to enact 
some sort of legislation affecting housing 
throughout the United States. The wisdom 
of calling a special session at this time has 
been questioned by many honest Americans, 
but no one in my opinion can honestly ques
tion the wisdom of working on the problem 
of alleviating the critical housing shortage 
which now exists and has existed for the past 
several years throughout the United States. 
The State of Michigan is no exception. In 
all of our industrial areas and most of our 
rural areas, there is and has been an unusual 
shortage of homes, especially for rental pur
poses. Many of our veterans of World War II 
who have returned home have faun':! them
selves without a proper place to live. Many 
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of these young men and women while fight
ing our shooting war had the hope of return
ing home and living the American way of 
life. Today these people are disappointed 
and disillusioned. Compelled by the short
age of homes they have doubled up with 
friends and relatives; they have sought refuge 
in basements, attics, temporary and inade
quate housing of various kinds. Private in
dustry has done a magnificent job in build
ing, but in spite of its tremendous work it 
has not approached the solution of our 
shortage; and as we all know, the houses 
that have been built so far are price-tagged 
so high that the average veteran and, I dare
say, the average wage earner finds it beyond 
his ability to purchase. Something must be 
done and done very quickly to restore the 
confidence of our people, particularly the 
veterans, in the integrity of the Government. 

During the Eightieth Congreis there were 
several bills introduced whose aim was to 
meet this crisis. The Veterans' Homestead 
Act of 1948 (H. R. 4488) and the Taft-Ellen
der-Wagner bill were two of the outstand
ing ones in the opinion of this writer, either 
of which would have at least made an honest 
effort to defeat the continuing shortage. As 
you gentlemen know, both of these bills failed 
to pass. 

May I urge you now, as a citizen, a tax
payer, and a public official of the city of 
Dearborn. Mich., that you give your utmost 
consideration to the problem of housing, and 
for God's sake and for the sake of our re
turned war heroes and the families of our 
heroes who will never return, that some de
sirable housing will be passed during this 
special session. 

Very truly yours, 
PETER KARAPETIAN. 

MAYOR VAN ANTWERP SUPPORTS TAFT-ELLENDER• 

WAGNER BILL 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the l.!ommit
tee for this opportunity to testify in favor 
of the Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill. 

I am here today because I consider the 
severe housing shortage Detroit's most serious 
unsolved problem. 

The failure of this productive Nation to 
provide an ample supply of standard housing 
units for its returned war veterans and other 
homeless citizens is illogical and inexcusable. 

The housing shortage in Detroit is worse 
today than at any time since VJ-day, 2% 
years ago. 

The Federal housing survey of Detroit a 
year ago showed a vacancy rate for rental 
units of one-tenth of 1 percent. 

Although no survey has been taken since 
that time, all indications are that we have 
a zero vacancy factor today. 

The Detroit Housing Commission, with 
more than 12,000 rental units under its con
trol, is in a position to judge the severity 
of the shortage. 

A special study of the turn-over rate in 
three temporary war housing projects shows 
clearly that the pressure for housing has been 
increasing steadily right up to the present 
moment. 

The three projects selected consist of 1,568 
units of poorly constructed, temporary apart
ments heated with coal stoves and equipped 
only with coal-fired cooking stoves and hot
water heaters. 

There is a serious fire hazard at these proj
ects. They are of flimsy construction, drab 
and uninviting in appearance, and stand on 
barren mud fiats. Although constructed by 
the Federal Government as part of the war 
effort and now operated by the city, these 
units are pretty close to the level of slum 
housing. 

They are the least desirable public housing 
units ln Detroit and the first ones in which 
a vacancy factor would be noticed in the 
event that the housing shortage eased even 
slightly. 

Total turn-over in these three projects were 
as follows: 
1945 __________________________________ 867 

1946---------------------------------- 332 
1947 ---------------------------------- 240 

For the first 4 months of 1948 the rate has 
remained at the 1947 level. 

Total turn-over for the 12,000 units of pub
lic housing in Detroit has been less than 100 
units per month for the pa.st year and a half. 

In addition, there has been a sharp in
crease in applications for housing at the 
commission's tenant selection office, in spite 
of efforts by the department to discourage 
applications. 

With a total of 3,651 qualified applicants 
for public housing now on file with the hous
ing commission, the department could lock 
up the doors of its tenant selection office 
and still have a backlog of prospective ten
ants that would take three full years to 
accommodate. 

The backlog of applications would top 5,000 
except for the fact that 2,365 were canceled 
out 3 months ago because they had remained 
inactive in the files for periods of 2 to 4 
years. 

Applications for housing are only accepted 
from the very lowest income group and from 
veterans of World War II. 

There has been a wide distribution of 
pamphlets designed to discourage applicants 
for public housing and the tenant selection 
office has been moved to a remote address 
near the edge of the city. 

In spite of these steps, the flood of appli
cations continues and seven out of every 
eight qualified applicants for public housing 
in Detroit at the present time are being 
turned down. 

The department cannot even consider the 
plight of the average nonveteran factory 
worker in Detroit whose income makes him 
ineligible .for public housing. 

The tremendous cost of this housing short
age In terms of money and also in terms of 
human suffering is not easy to estimate. 

The city is now looking for a large vacant 
store or factory for the establishment of its 
seventh emergency housing shelter to care 
for the homeless families that find them
selves on the street with their furniture in 
a pile. 

In spite of primitive sanitary fac111ties and 
communal living quarters, these emergency 
shelters have filled up rapidly and taken on 
the character of permanent housing projects. 

May I cite the case of one typical Detroit 
factory worker to show how costly the present 
housing shortage is? 

Andrew Adams is the head of a family of 
nine and is employed at the Chevrolet Motor 
Car Co. at a weekly wage of approximately 
$65. 

Mr. Adams was a self-supporting citizen 
who had received no welfare assistance or 
charity until his eviction from a rented home 
on December 15, 1946. The family was evict
ed because the home was pl.!l'Chased by a 
veteran. 

For the past year and 5 months the De
troit Welfare Department and several private 
social agencies have worked continuously try
ing to find a. place for the Adams family to 
live. All these efforts have failed because 
there were no vacancies for a family of this 
size. 

The situation of the family today is this: 
Mrs. Adams and four of the children are 
living with a sister at one address. Mr. 
Adams and the oldest son are living in a 
room at another address. TWo of the daugh
ters are being boarded out at two other 
addresses. 

The complications due to breaking this 
family up into four segments because of their 
housing problem made welfare assistance by 
the city of Detroit necessary. 

The taxpayers of Detroit are now paying a 
total of $134 a month in rent alone to keep 

this family going in four separate establish
ments. 

Due to this unusual arrangement other 
costs were added to the family's budget and 
further supplementary financial aid was re
qired from the welfare department. 

Due entirely and exclusively to the Adams 
family's housing problem, the taxpayers of 
Detroit during the past 17 months have had 
to provide a total of $2,446.30 in welfare as
sistance. 

The official report of Mrs. Viola Wickstrom, 
the welfare department case worker, has this 
to say: 

"The separation of this family into four 
separate units has had serious consequences. 
Mrs. Adams talks of suicide and Mr. Adams 
visits his wife less and less as their visits 
result in constant quarreling over the lack 
of a home. The entire family have been 
growing farther and farther apart. Mrs. 
Adams, who is a motherly and very domestic 
person, has keenly felt the loss of her home 
and family." 

I cite this case for the purpose of illus
trating the double-barreled effect of the hous
ing shortage-first, the cost to the public in 
dollars and cents, and second, the demoraliz
ing effect on one of the city's productive fac
tory workers. 

Many instances come to mind of husbands 
who have been forced to ship their wives and 
children to distant parts of the country and 
take up residence in a hotel or rented room. 

Every sort of shack, shed, and trailer has 
been pressed into service in Detroit by fam
ilies who are struggling to maintain some 
semblance of a home. 

Hundreds of applicants for public housing 
bring signed statements by competent med
ical authorities stating that the health of 
one or more members of the family is in seri
ous jeopardy. Yet the city is powerless to 
help them. 

A sizable portion of the absenteeism from 
the city's factories has been attributed to the 
long, fruitless efforts of families to find ren
tal housing vacancies. 

An instance was brought to my attention a 
few days ago of an unfortunate truck driver 
who lost his job because of the housing 
shortage. He had the temerity to permit his 
wife and three children to use his employer's 
truck as a place to sleep at night. They had 
no other home. 

The official census figures show that 37,360 
families in Detroit are living doubled up or 
in makeshift housing. 

So much for the picture as it exists today. 
What are the prospects that the problem 

will cure itself without any Federal assist
ance? 

They are very dim. 
In Detroit during the 14 months ending 

March 1, 1948, a total of 6,900 new dwelling 
units were completed as compared with a 
total of 25,175 new families created by mar
riage. 

Thus we are moving toward a solution of 
the problem in reverse gear, leaving entirely 
untouched the job of unscrambling the 37,-
000 Detroit families that are living doubled 
up and providing standard housing for the 
46,000 Detroit families living in slum condi
tions. 

The sad postwar record of the private 
home building industry hardly needs ampli
fication from me. 

The industry as a whole is seriously sick, 
just as any industry is sick when it fails in 
its primary purpose, namely, the sale of an 
acceptable product in sufficient quantity and 
at a price within the reach of a majority of 
its potential customers. 

In the face of the most serious housing 
shortage in the Nation's history, the home 
building industry is producing in small 
quantity for the higher income groups only. 
The complete facts about this unfortunate 
condition have been described in detail by 
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analyst s of such publications as Fortune 
m agazine and the Wall Street Journal. 

Very few of the new home buyers in De
troit during the postwar period are happy 
about the transaction they have made. 

The typical comment of the man in Detroit 
who has just purchased a new home goes 
like this: 

"I shouldn't have bought the house be
cause I cannot afford it. But what else 
could I do? I didn't have any place for my 
family to live." 

Most of the new home buyers in Detroit 
have acted under pressure of serious per
sonal housing problem. 

A worker at the Dodge plant came to me 
about his housing problem last week. He 
was spending $45 a week out of a $65 weekly 
pay check to keep his family of five in two 
rooms of a second-class hotel. _ 

He was in an extremely upset frame of 
mind and could easily have been led into 
making an unwise 'purchase of a home priced 
far beyond his means. 

New homes being built in Detroit, there
fore , represent only about a third of the 
current demand, and with ·prices at t heir 
present high level it appears likely that the 
needs of most of the potential customers 
will never be sat isfied. · 

There are several other factors tha t will 
make our housing emergency particularly 
critical during the years immediately ahead. 

The Housing Commission operates over 
6,000 units of temporary war housing which 
is rapidly wearing out and under the law 
must be torn down starting ·July 25. 1949. 

The impossibility of ·turning these families 
out in the street under ·present conditions 
should be obvious. Very few of these fam
ilies have accumulated the fu'nds to make a 
down payment on a new house. 

Another problem that haunts us is the 
plight of the 7,220 families that will be made 
homeless in Det roit during the next ' 3 years 
by the construction of the Lodge and Ford 
Expressways and other public improvements 
that have been programed and money ap
propriated for. 

It seems almost incredible, yet entirely 
within the bounds of possibility, that our 
great $60,000,000 t>xpressway ·construction 
program might have to be called off or post
poned because of the housing shortage . 

A large percentage of the 7,220 families to 
be displaced by public improvements are low
income tenant families for whom public 
housing would appear to be the only answer. 

Condemnation awards paid for slum prop
erties in the path of the expressways go to 
t he absentee landlords. The tenant families 
that are evicted are simply· left standing on 
the sidewalk with no place to go and no 
funds wit h which to provide themselves with 
shelter. 

In the face of a severe housing shortage 
any municipal government that ignored the 
plight of these evictee families would be 
morally bankrupt. · 

Bad as things are today, Detroit WQUld ap
pear to be heading into much more serious 
trouble if we allow the housing problem to 
drift and rely on the vague hope that the 
shortage will cure itself. 

Private enterprise left entirely to itself is 
not doing the big job that needs to be done. 

In what way will the Taft-Ellender-Wagner 
law hurt private enterprise? 

The small speculative home building has 
plenty of work to do today and always will 
have. 

The Taft-Ellender-Wagner law, attacking 
the problem from a half dozen different 
angles, will bring into the field the big in
surance firms and encourage the growth of 
large housing corporat ions. 

Also this carefully thought out, biparti
san housing measure will permit cities to 
continue the all-important slum-clearance 
job that was begun under the Unit ed States 
Housing Act of 1937. 

Under its provisions, private enterprise will 
also be given an important share of the slum
clearance and urban-redevelopment task. 

Sound community planning in Detroit and 
every other large city of the United States 
hinges to a large extent on the enactment of 
the Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill . 

It would appear that the enactment of 
this law. is being delayed largely because the 
small home builders and real-estate interests 
are obsessed with a phobia relating to public 
housing. 

The only people who will be hurt by the 
Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill and by public 
housing are those real-estate interests who 

. are reaping excessive profits due to the hous
ing shortage. 

The slum landlord and the speculative 
home builder will suffer only insofar as the 

· Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill expands the con
struction of homes and increases the total 
supply of homes. 

These interests will then no longer be able 
to charge for their product "all t.hat the 
traffic will bear." 

To that extent they will suffer . 
The real opposition to the Taft-Ellender

Wagner bill comes from those real-estate in
terests that have a direct financial stake in 
prolonging indefinitely the present housing 
short age. 

Otherwise, private enterprise has nothing 
· to fear from the law and, in fact, those 

builders who are really interested in serving 
the needs of their country will th rive under 
it . 

They have said that public t.ousing does 
not pay taxes and that it acts as a burden on 
the taxpayers who live in private housing. 

This particular fairy story has been so 
widely circulated that I suppose there are 

- some who actually believe it. 
As far as Detroit is concerned, the facts are 

these: 
During the current fiscal year the Detroit 

Housing Commission has paid a total of 
$ .. 70,456 in taxes to the city of Detroit, 
or $30.86 for every dwelling unit of public 
housing. 

This makes the Detroit Housing Commis
sion the tenth largest taxpayer in the city of 
Detroit. 

A survey of 162 typical slum dwelling units 
in Detroit shows that the average local tax 
payment per unit was $24.68, or less than 
half the amount of taxes paid for each public 
housing unit. 

Average rent for a Detroit housing project 
unit is $33.02 per month, including heat and 
utilities, as compared with an average $40 to 
$60 per month which the typical slum 
dweller pays to house his family in a single 
room. 

Slums are an expensive luxury for any 
. city. They fall far short of paying their own 

way in terms of tax revenue and they make 
it possible for landlords to extract extortion
.l.te rents from ovr citizens who are least able 
to pay. 

Let's take a typical slum rooming·house at 
4264 Orleans Street, Detroit. 

According to the records of the Detroit 
welfare department, the 35 single rooms in 
this ancient structure rent for an average of 
$11 per week per room. Most of the rooms 
are occupied by families with children. 

Thus a rooming house with an assessed 
valuation of $12 ,490 brings in gross revenue 
to the landlord of $18,480 per year . 

Is it any wonder that some real-estate 
interests are opposed to slum clearance? 

There is nothing unusual or new about the 
exploitation of human misery for profit by 
slum landlords. 

It simply bears repeating at a time when 
the objectives of the Federal low-rent pub
lic-housing program are under attack. 

They have accused public housing of sloppy 
and inefficient management. 

This is another myth promulgated by the 
real-estate int erests and without any foun
dation in fact. 

The financial balance sheet of the Detroit 
.Housing Commission over a period of 10 years 
of operation· should be sufficient answer. 

For the current fiscal year the balance sheet 
shows an average shelter rent for public 
housing in Detroit of $24.98. Without any 
Federal subsidy payments at all, this would 
have been $25.60. · 

The Detroit Housing Commission's record 
on collections of $19,500,000 of rent has been 
99 .83 percent perfect. 

That hardly sounds to me like sloppy ad
ministration 

I see no reason for any public official, Fed
eral or local. to make any apologies for the 
job done by public housing . 

It was intelligently planned and carried 
out and now has behind it a proven record 
of 10 years of successful operation. 

It has been said that public housing is the 
gateway to socialism or communism. 

Let me ask you one question. 
If an agent from Moscow was looking for 

recruits for th.e Communist Party where 
could he spend his time to the best ad
vantage? 

Would it be at a public-housing project 
where low-income families pay a reasonable 
rent for adequate, sanitary housing and are 
putting away a nest egg against the day when 
they will be able to buy their own home? 

Or could he work to better advantage in 
the slums of our cities where large families 
live amid filth and disease and where an ex
tortionate rent is collected for damp, dark, 
ramshaclde dwellin~s? 

Public housing does put slum families on 
. the road to home ownership. 

Even at present-day prices, more than 39 
percent of all families that moved out of 
Parkside project in Detroit during the past 
year purchased their own homes. 

Is it likely that an agent from M:Jscow 
would have found any Communist recruits 
among those families? 

The answer is clear. 
Communism could take over in America 

some day. 
Communism feeds on misery and on the 

failure of governments to meet the needs of 
their people. 

Our failure to meet and solve this critical 
housing shortage would help communism. 
Our fai!ure to clear the slums and put our 
municipal finances on a sound basis would 
gladden the hearts of the Communists. Our 
failure to hold families together and pro
vide a cheerful, healthy environment for our 
children wou:d meet their approval. 

We can stop the spread of communism in 
America easily-we can help do it by giving 
every American a decent home to live in and 
at a fair price that he can afford to pay. 

I hope that you will report promptly and 
favorably on the Taft-Ellender-Wagner long
range housing bill. 

Also I wish to enclose a letter that I 
received from G. Mennen Williams, 
Democratic candidate for Governor of 
Michigan. 

JULY 29, 1948. 
The Honorable GEORGE G . SADOWSKI, . 

House of Representati ves, House 
Office Building, Washington, D . C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SADOWSKI: As you Un
dOUbtedly know, men, women, and children 
are sleeping in automobiles or other make
shift shelter. Husbands and wives are 
breaking up because they can't find a single 
roof to cover them. Children are sick and 
dying because of inadequate housing. 

These things are happening right here in 
Michigan, United States of America, to peo
ple who can afford to pay the rent. 

While the President has presented many 
important matters for your consideration, 
the matter of housing is as pressing as any, 
and immediat e action can be taken. The 
House of Representatives has before it the 
Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill, which the Sen
ate has already passed. There have been 
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full hearings on this bill, including testi
mony on the Michigan situation. Every
thing is ready to go. 

As a veteran, as a citizen, and as a can
didate for Governor, I urge that you do 
everything in your power to see that this 
bill is enacted into law during the present 
session . 

Very truly yours, 
G. MENNEN WILLIAMS. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SADOWSKI asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in five instances and include ex
cerpts. 

Mr. PRICE of Dlinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the R.ECORD and include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include a news
paper article. 

Mr. KIRWAN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter from Gail 
Sullivan. 

Mr. FOGARTY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks iri the 
RECORD in two instances; to include in 
one a letter from a constituent, and in 
the other a newspaper article on housing. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the RECORD and include an 
article appearing in the Denver Post. 

Mr. MORGAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article from the 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in two 
different instances and include extrane
ous material and a bill he has introduced. 

VIr. MARCANTONIO asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks in 
the RECORD and include a radio speech he 
made. 

Mr. MADDEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances and include in 
one an article from the Washington 
Daily News and in the other a speech by 
Peter Campbell Brown, executive assist
ant to the Attorney General of the 
United States. 

Mr. LUDLOW <at the request of Mr. 
MADDEN) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD. 

Mrs. LUSK asked and was given per
mission to extend her remarks in the 
RECORD and include a newspaper clipping 
from the New York Democrat. 

Mr. MULTER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
REcoRD in three instances and include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. MURDOCK asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. PHILBIN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a newspaper article. 

FEDERAL BARGE LINES 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

introducing today a companion bill to S. 
2912, introduced by a group of bipartisan 
Senators; namely, Mr. WHERRY, Mr. 
BUTLER, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. 
FEAZEL, Mr. Hl:CKENLOOPER, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. THYE, Mr. WILSON, and Mr. 
SPARKMAN. 

This bill provides for adequate financial 
capitalization of the Federal Barge Lines 
and the Inland Waterways Corporation 
by increasing the capitalization in the 
amount of $18,000,000. This legislation 
is most vital since it affects the entire 
Mississippi River, its tributaries and sub
sidiaries for barge and· river transpor
tation service. 

Unfortunately for thousands of busi
nesses and millions of people, due to lack 
of funds, the Federal Barge Lines has had 
to curtail operations on the Mississippi 
River, has gone further by removing 
barge service on the Warrior River in 
Alabama, on the Missouri River from 
Kansas City to Omaha. 

Along the same line, even greater dam
age has baen done, by an embargo being 
placed by the F€deral Barge Line on the 
city of Baton Rouge, one of the most im
portant industrial centers in America; 
on Greenville, Miss.; and on Helena, Ark. 

All of this adds up to but one thing
that through lack of funds the Federal 
Barge Line and the Inland Waterways 
are dying a slow but sure death. This 
will mean, Mr. Speaker, an increase in 
freight rates and that thousands of 
thousands of small businesses will go out 
of business because they will be unable 
to compete due to lack of water barge 
service, together with prohibitive freight 
rates. 

Every Congressman and Senator in the 
entire Mississippi Valley, and even going 
to the East and to the West is aff€cted 
by this, because his constituents are suf
fering today, and will suffer a great deal 
more as this slow but creeping paralysis 
kills one of the most vital and necessary 
transportation facilities of this Nation; 
namely, the Federal Barge Lines. 

I call on the Congressmen on both sides 
of the aisle to get behind this urgent and 
immediate legislation in a bipartisan ef
fort in order to overcome this calamity 
in our ·vital transportation system. 

SPECIAL O~DERS GRANTED 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that today, following any 
special orders heretofore entered, I may 
be permitted to address the House for 10 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that today, following 
any special orders heretofore entered, I 
may be permitted to address the House 
for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that tomorrow, following 
any special orders heretofore entered, I 
may be permitted to address the House 
for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan
sas? 

There was no objection. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Banking and Currency may have until 
midnight tonight to file a report on Sen
ate J<Oint Resolution 157. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
THE POLL TAX 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Speaker, we can 

help end the filibuster which is going on 
in the Senate if the Judiciary Committee 
will report out House Joint Resolution 
229, which has been in committee since 
July 7, 1947. 

I introduced this resolution last year 
because it carried into effect a covenant 
made with the people of our Nation in 
the Republican national platform 
adopted at Chicago in 1944 which reads: 

The payment of any poll tax should not be 
a condition of voting in Federal elections, and 
we favor immediate submission of a constitu
tional amendm~nt for its abolition. 

If there is a sincere desire to abolish the 
poll tax as a condition of voting this is 
the most feasible way of doing it. 

This question has been filibustered for 
20 years and now is the time for us to 
pass an anti-poll-tax bill that the Senate 
will accept. I am certain 36 State legis
latures will promptly make this law a 
part of the Constitution. 

ffiGH PRICES 

The President wants price ceilings, ra
tioning and limited wage controls. W€ 
have tried these controls before. Most 
of us remember the empty shelves and 
meat counters. Many could buy no meat 
and some could not even buy lard to fry 
potatoes. Many articles entered the 
black markets. Production fell off be
cause producers would not produce at a 
loss. We had a difiicult time making 
price controls and rationing work in war
time, let alone making them work in 
peacetime. 

Who really wants price controls, and 
all they involve? Does the farmer want 
price controls? Does he want the Gov
ernment to roll back his income to what
ever level the bureaucrats deem suffi
cient? Does the worker want price con
trols? Does he want the Government to 
set a price on labor, freeze his wages -and 
prevent collective bargaining? Does the 
businessman want price controls? Does 
he want to have a Federal official tell 
him that he must sell his products belcw 
cost or that he must stop producing or 
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go in the red, lay off workers, or cut their 
wages? This is what we had in 1945 and 
1946. This is what the American people 
protested against in 1946 when they 
could not buy the things they needed and 
wanted because farmers and business· 
men refused to produce at a loss. 

Who wants price controls? The black 
marketeer is the only one who really 
wants to return to the days of easy prof. 
its from greedy people who were willing 
to break the law to get what they wanted. 

Exports are booming and are · one of 
the chief reasons for the shortage of 
goods. Money and materials going to 
aid Europe are basically responsible for 
today's inflation. The American people 
could have more autos and more housing 
if the steel and other building materials 
and manpower were not being used to 
supply Europe under the Marshall plan. 
Therefore we should stop exporting goods 
to foreign countries of which we have a 
short supply. 

Congress gave the President powers to 
control exports. But he has not seen fit 
to use these powers. 

HOUSING 

Congress took the hc.using problem 
from the bungling New Dealers;- freed 
the bUilding industry of stifling rules and 
regulations; stimulated.. construction 
through Federal guaranties of building 
loans; assumed n. large part of the re· 
sponsibility for veterans' loans; and gave 
war veterans priority in home building 
and rental of new houses. 

In 1946, under New Deal regimentation 
and confusion, WP; only completed 437,800 
dwelling units. Mr. Wilson Wyatt was 
placed in charge of the housing problem. 
Congress armed Mr. Wyatt with broad 
powers and an abundance of money. 
However, he quickly learned a - lot of · 
things. He learned that it takes lumber, 
soil pipe, doors, flooring, and plaster to 
·build houses and that they cannot be 
built by red tape and directives. He found 
that the OPA stood in the way of getting 
building materials. Three hundred brick 
plants shut down because they were un
able to get manpower unless they raised 
wages. They had similar experiences 
with soil pipe and flooring. Well, Mr. 
Wyatt's home-building program died a 
natural death, and they only produced 
less than one-half of what private in
dustry will build in 1948 and private in
dustry placed no special burden upon the 
Public Treasury. 

In 1947, under Republican free enter· 
prise ·anrl. sound Federal-aid, 835,100 units 
-were completed, and in 1948 a mill-ion 
dwelling units will be completed in the 
biggest bUilding boom of all time. · Under 
private industry, in the month of May, 
we had 2,064,000 building tradesmen at 
work, which exceeds the month of May 
1947 by 200,000. 

If we return to socialized housing with 
the Government controlling all of the 
building materials, prices will rise: Most 
of the building materiais will go to the 
cities for slum clearance and there will 
be very little materials 'left for us who 
reside in small cities and towns. Our 
carpenters, bricklayers, and painters will 
have to go to the cities to get work. -

The President asks for more housing 
legislation involving a 40-year ·commit·-

ment of the public credit which cannot 
produce any houses for a long time to 
come. The houses which private indus
try is building are real. They are not 
paper houses. They are not built of Fed· 
eral red tape. They are substantial, and 
people live in them. 

If by any mismove or mistaken course 
on our part we should· bring the economic 
house tumbling down around our ears, 
do not forget that it will not only affect 
those who are seeking homes now but the 
millions who are home owners at the 
present time. If by mistaken action, 
hasty and emotional judgment on the 
part of Congress we should jeopardize the 
values of this country, it will affect not 
only the mi1lions of t ... ome owners but the 
millions of owners of business properties 
and the millions of owners of farms as 
well, and could be a disaster that would 
shake the ·country to its very roots. 

Yes, I am genuinely concerned about 
the present and future conditions in this 
country, and I shall do nothing that will 
jeopardize its fiscal integrity and loosen 
the rock that might bring on the ava· 
lanche. 
. The housing shortage cannot be over

come by increasing the.competitive pres
sures on scarce supplies of materials and 
manpower. They · are the limiting fac
tors on the volume of constructien.;
When more materials and manpower are 
available we will be able to build more 
houses and not until. 

Emphasis has been placed upon con
struction of homes within the ability of 
veterans generally to pay. The average 
sized veteran home mortgage guaranteed 
by the GI bill is $5,756 and over 1,000,000 
veterans have secured mortgage loans 
aggregating more than $7,000,000,000. 

We are licking the housing shortage in 
the American way. If free enterprise 
system has a fair chance it will meet 
this housing need and raise its construc
tive level year after year until the job 
is done. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BEALL asked. and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
~ECORD and include an editorial. 

SOUTH DAKOTA'S NATIONAL FORE'STS 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlemar- · from 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 

Speaker, I rise -today to do one little bit 
toward correcting a popular misconcep
tion. I suppose in the mind::; of many 
people South Dakota is thought of as 
the State without-very many trees and 
without mountains. · 

In the Rocky Mountain area of the 
National Forest Service. there are 17 na
tional forests. Two of them are •in the 
magi~ mountains of South Dakota, the 
Black Hills. In the report for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, the Harney Na
tional . Forest in South Dakota ranked 
first of all forests in the Rocky· Moun· 
tain region in receipts, turning into the 
Federal Treasury $168,434.72 for the sale 
of stumpage and grazing fees. 

In second place was the San Juan 
Forest of Colorado, with $161,000. But 
in third place was South Dakota's other 
national forest, the Black Hills National 
Forest, with $145,548.99. , 

Thus, within the 17 national forests in 
the Rocky Mountain region the 2 for
ests of South Dakota ranked first and 
third in receipts of the entire 17. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? _ 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. RICH. I congratulate the gentle

man as a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations for knowing what is going 
on in these national forest::; and for 
seeing to it that they pay the!.r way, or 
at least try to. 

Too many people in this country are 
expecting everything for nothing. 

I · commend you and your associates 
out there for trying to see that South . 
Dakota's national forests pay their way 
in this country, because if other States 
would do likewise we would not have the 
great national deficit that we now have. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I appre
ciate the gentleman's remarks. It will 
be noted that these two forests contrib
uted $313,000 in receipts to the National 
Treasury for the fiscal year ending June 
30, which is many times their cost of 
operation: 
THE PAPER AND PULP INDUSTRY IS OF 

GREAT IMPORTANCE IN THE ECONOMY 
OF OUR COUNTRY 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
l;)peaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, the fact that on Thursday the 
minority leader the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, Hon. JOHN McCoRMACK, 
in a speech on profits being made by cor
porations took it upon himself to single 
out and criticize the paper and pulp in
dustry as one of two industrial groups 
was wholly unwarranted. 

Let us look at some of the facts in 
connection with the paper and pulp in
dustry: 

First. · There is four times as much 
newsprint 'imported each year into the 
United States as is produced in the 
United States. This newsprint is im
ported. free of duty. Then, just how is 
our Democratic minority leader going to 
lowez: the profits of the producers of 
paper in foreign lands? 

Se~tonq.. ,The ~rofits of the paper and 
pulp ,companies we.re very small for many 
years and .fn some yeaz:s losses were ex
perienced. 

Third. The profits of the paper and 
pulp co:mpanies have not been anywhere 
near as- high as the profits of many other 
GOmpar;ties, so why single this industry 
out for criticism? Business reports.show 
these profits- and , anyone interested can 
easily ·find out the facts. The paper and 
pulp industry is one of the important 
industries of our Nation. 

Fourth. The paper and pulp industry is 
an industry that bas had most excellent 
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labor-management relations in our dis
trict. 

Fifth. The commercial use of paper 
and pulp has been greatly expanded. 
New uses in the line of cartons, wrappers, 
and paper boxes to replace wooden boxes 
have increased the volume of the paper 
and pulp business. The use of byprod
ucts of the paper and pulp industry is 
constantly being expanded. 

Sixth. The question then is, Do you 
think it is fair to be putting the economic 
strait-jacket on one industry like the 
paper and pulp industry, and not ask the 
rest of the corporations of our country 
to follow the same formula? Do you wish 
to lower the wages in the paper and pulp 
mills of our country? 

Seventh. It appears rather ridiculous 
to see the minority leader complain 
about the price of a commodity where 
over 80 percent of it is being imported. 
We may not like the price of bananas 
that are all imported, but are we in a 
position to tax the banana grower? 

Eighth. The paper and pulp people 
made a great contribution to the war 
effort and are entitled to the same legis
lative consideration given other indus
tries. The industry is one of the large 
industries of our Nation. 

All prfces are high. This includes the 
cost of government. So long as over 
80 percent of the newsprint is imported 
wmething besides talking about the 
American paper and pulp industry will 
have to be proposed. 

I ag-ain repeat, the paper and pulp 
people and the thousands of people work
ing in this industry should not be sub
jected to any legislative action that is 
not accorded to the employees of and 
to every and all other industries of our 
country. Newsprint is now only 5 per
cent of the total paper and paperboard 
produced in the United States. 

In report No. 22 of the United States 
Tariff Commission we find the following 
table which shows that over 80 percent 
of the newsprint is imported: 

TAPLE 5.-Newsprint paper: United States 
consumption, production, and imports jor 
consumption, 1925 and 1927-46 

Production Imports for con-
sumption 

Con- Percent of-Year sump- Per-
tion Q.uan- cent of Quan-

tity con· tity Con- Pro-sump-
tion sump- due-

tion tion 
---------------

!,GOO 1 ,(}()() 1,000 
trms trms tons 

1S25. --·-- 3,031 1, 563 51.6 1,448 47.8 92.7 
l!l27- ---·- 3, 447 1, 517 44.0 1, 987 57.7 131.0 
Hl28 ___ __ _ 3, 565 1, 415 39.7 2,157 60.5 152.4 
1929 ______ 3, 798 1, 409 37.1 2,423 63.8 171.9 
Hl3Q ______ 3, 505 1, 226 35.0 2,280 65.0 185.9 
1931. ••••• 3, 280 1. 203 36.7 2,067 63.0 171.8 
1932 •• -··- 2,881 1,047 36.3 1, 792 62.2 171.2 
H?33 .••••• 2, 673 928 34.7 1, 794 67.1 193.2 
1934_ _____ 3, 094 990 32.0 2, 210 71.4 223.3 
1935 •••••• 3, 340 948 28.4 2,383 71.4 251.5 
1936. ···-- 3, 658 938 25.7 2, 752 75.2 293.3 
1937------ 3, 968 976 24.6 3, 317 83.6 339.9 
193S •••••• 3,396 832 24.5 2, 275 67.0 273.3 
1939.----- 3,548 954 26.9 2, 615 73.7 274.0 
1940 ______ 3, 746 1,056 28.2 2, 763 73.7 261.5 
1941. _____ 3, 934 1,045 26.6 2,982 75.8 285.3 
1942.----- 3, 751 967 25.8 2, 921 77.9 302.0 
1943 •• -·- - 3, 525 811 23.0 2, 637 74.8 325.0 
1944.-- --- 3,190 721 22.6 2,491 78.1 345.7 
1945 ______ 3, 394 725 21.4 2, 669 78.6 367.9 
1946 __ ____ 4,190 771 18.4 3, 492 81.6 452.8 
1947- ----- 4, 682 826 17.7 3, 957 82.3 479.1 

The following table is from report No. 
22 of the United States Tariff Cornrnis- . 
sian: 
TABLE a.-Newsprint paper: Summary 0/ 

United States supply and ·consumption, 
1925-46 

Apparent 
Im- Total oonsump-

Pro- ports year- tion 
Year Popu- due- for Ex- end 

lation con- ports in-tion sump- ven· Per 
. tion tory I Total cap-

ita 
-------------- -

Thou- 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
sands tons tons tons tons tons Lbs. 

1925 •••• 114,867 I, 563 1, 448 23 181 3, 031 52.8 
1926 __ __ 116,532 1, 687 1,851 19 241 3,459 59.4 
1927 •••• 118, 197 1, 517 1, 987 12 286 3,447 58.3 
1928 •••• 119,862 1, 415 2,157 11 282 3, 565 59.5 1929 ____ 121,526 1, 409 2,423 19 298 3, 789 62.5 
1930 •••• 123,091 1, 226 2,280 10 289 3, 505 56.9 
1931.. •• 124,113 1, 203 2,067 10 269 3, 280 52.9 
1932 ____ 124,974 1,047 1, 792 8 218 2,881 46.1 
1933 ___ _ 125, 770 928 1; 794 11 256 2, 673 42.5 
1934.. •• 126,626 90 2, 210 23 336 3,094 48.9 
1935 ____ 127, 521 948 2,383 22 304 3. 340 52.4 
1936 •••• 128,429 938 2, 752 15 321 !l, 658 57.0 
1937 ____ 129,257 976 3, 317 17 629 3, 968 61.4 
1938 ____ 130, 215 832 2, 275 6 334 3, 396 52.2 
1939 ____ 130, S78 954 2, 615 13 341 3, 548 54.6 
1940 ____ 131,948 1,056 2, 763 44 370 3, 746 56.8 
1941._ __ 133,212 1, 045 2, 982 70 393 3, 934 59.1 
1942 ____ 134, 928 967 2, 921 4.2 489 3, 751 55.6 
1943__ __ 136,684 811 2, 637 35 378 3, 52..~ 51. 6 
1944 ____ 138,101 721 2, 491 31 350 3, 209 4.6. 5 
19452 ___ 139, 621 725 2, 669 44 273 3, 428 49.1 
19461 ___ 141,229 771 3, 490 31 312 4.190 59.3 
1947 , ___ 143,500 826 3, 957 28 385 4, 682 65.3 

t As of Dec. 31. Puhlished in U. S. Department of 
Commerce, Survey of Current Business.. Inrludes 
stocks at mills, in publishers' warehoures,Alld in l.ransit. 

2 Preliminary. 
Source: All years except 1926 from official statistics of 

the U. S. Department of Commerce. 1926 production 
from News Print Service Bureau. 

Another excerpt from the same report 
No. 22 reads as follows: 

SUli,(MARY 

· Since the time when wood became the most 
important raw material for the manufacture 
of paper, the United States has been the 
world's largest producer and consumer of 
paper of all kinds taken together. Its out
put has far exceeded in volume the output of 
any other country, and for many years its 
consumption of paper has been greater than 
production, the deficit imported consisting 
almost entirely of newsprint. 

In 1904 newsprint formed about 30 per
cent by weight of the total paper and paper
board produced in the United States, but by 
1923 this proportion had dropped to 20 per
cent and by 1943 to less than 5 percent. The 
quantity of newsprint consumed in 1943 was 
nearly four times domestic output, approxi
mately 77 percent having been imported; the 
proportion was 82 percent 1n 1946. 

The following table on page 11 of re
port No. 22 of the United States Tariff 
Commission presents the facts as to the 
world sources of newsprint: 
TABLE 1.-Newsprint paper: 1 Production, by 

principal producing countries, 1927, 1929, 
and 1931-46 

[In thousands of short tons] 

j 
bn 'd 
.s ~ 
~s § 

;a 
Year 0:1 

U1 
"d § 

liS 
!P 

"d 'd al.g 1=1 0 ~ 
§ ~ "' ~ ~ 'd s ~ ] Q) 0 

Q) Q) ~ ~ 0 
0 1'<1 C!:l z 00 -< 8 --------- - - - - ----

1927 •••• 2, 083 1, 517 615 200 565 203 239 942 6,364 
1929 •••• 2, 725 1, 409 637 217 623 256 275 1,117 7,319 
1931. ••• 2, 227 1, 203 719 241 540 295 265 1, 312 6, 622 
1932 •••• 1, 919 1, 047 790 2&1 450 272 257 1, 287 6, 276 
1933 •••• 2, 022 928 830 285 412 271 266 1,407 6,421 
1934 ____ 2, 605 990 940 316 4.46 316 272 1,457 7,342 
1935 ____ 2, 765 948 970 329 464 336 298 1, 518 7, 628 

Footnotes at end of table. 

TABLE 1.-Newsprint paper.; 1 Production, by 
principq,Z producing countries, 1927, 1929, 
and 1931-46-Continued 

lin thousands ol short tonsl 
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1936 •••• 3, 225 938 1, 004 402 525 328 282 1, 513 8, 217 
1937 •••• 3, 674 976 1, 033 449 521 353 303 1,652 8, 96l 
1938 ____ 2, 669 832 954 457 512 :<68 278 1, 585 7, 555 
1939 •• -- 2, 927 . 954 848 519 415 308 305 1, 516 7, 792 
1940.--- 23 504 1, 056 (3) (3) (3) 353 132 (3) (3) 
1941. ••• 23:520 1, 045 (3) (3) (3) 345 (3) (3) (3~ 1942 ____ 23,257 967 (3) (3) (3) 277 (3) (3) (3 
1943 •••• 23,046 811 (3) (3) (3) 236 (3) (3) (3) 
1944 __ __ 23,040 721 (3) (3) (3) 273 (3) (3) (3) 
1945 •••• 23,324 725 (3) (3) (3) 33.3 (3) (3) (3) 
1946 • • •• 24,143 771 (3) (3) (3) 363 (3) (3) (3) 
1947-- •• 24,447 826 288 297 72 373 302 1, 048 7, 653 

I Figures for countries other than the Umted States 
may include grades and kinds of newsprint paper which 
differ from "standard newsprint" made in the United 
States or imported into it. 

2 Preliminary. 
s Not available. 
Eource: Canada-Dominion Bureau or Statistics; 
nited States-U. S. Bureau of the Census; all other 

countries-News Print Service Bureau. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Yes, I 
yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I have the 
honor of serving as chairman of a select 
committee of this House on newsprint 
and paper supply. While it is my opinion 
that the manufacturers of newsprint and 
paper at the present time are in a profit.:. 
able business and are making a profit 
which compares with the profits made 
by other corporations, the truth is that 
for many, many years the manufacturers 
of newsprint and of other papers, not 
only in the United States but in Canada 
as well, oper-ated without profit, and at 
great loss to many of those con~erns. A 
great many of them went tt~rough bank
ruptcy and liquidation. The average · 
price over the years has been fair, to say 
the least. I think the gentleman's re
marks are well taken. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman. 

As a newspaperman, if you are sa'tisfied 
with the situation, I am sure everyone 
else should be satisfied with it. The only 
point I make is that it is a big industry in 
many parts of tl!e United States. It is a 
big industry in my own district. I do not 
like to see it singled out. If anyone wants 
to approach the problem, the only thing 
to do is to do something somewhere else, 
because 82 percent of our supply last year 
carne from outside the United States. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. MURRAY] 
has expired. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to in
clude official tables from the United 
States Tariff Commission. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin. 

There was no objection. 
PROFITS IN THE NEWSPRINT BUSINESS 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my -re-
marks. · 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentlem~n· from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, we 

all agree with the observation made by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] 
about bankruptcies, but we do not agree 
that they have been happening in recent 
years. The bankruptcies to which the 
gentleman refers occurred between 1929 
and 1932, and they occurred in tens of 
thousands of businesses, and many small 
independent businesses were wiped out, 
whereas t he large ones were able to re
organize and come forward now to where 
they are earning tremendous profits. 
But it is the effect which their business 
now has on other businesses, to which I 
referred in my remarks the other day, 
particularly our newspapers. Between 
1929 'and 1932, tens of thousands of farms 
were foreclosed. Tens of thousands of 
homes and tens of thousands of inde
pendent small businesses wer~ com
pletely wiped out. People lost their en .. 
tire life savings. Over 6,000 banks closed 
their doors. So we all agree with the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] who 
is one of the outstanding leaders in the 
-Republican PartY. i~ the country_. and 
particularly in thi~ body, but we Demo~ 
crats further assert the truth, lest the 
people forget, and lest the gentleman 
from Ohio forgets that these wholesale 
bankruptcies took place while the Re
publicans were in control. It was under 
a Democratic administration that this 
country was brought back to health and 
prosperity. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoR
MACK] has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

have enjoyed very much the comments 
made by my distinguished colleague from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCORMACK] who 
evidently has not spent as much time as 
he usually ·does in checking his figures 
and fac ts . Otherwise, he would learn 
that the most difficult period in the en
tire hist ory of the newsprint and paper 
manufacturing business, and especially 
the period of bankruptcies and low prices, 
was not between 1929 and 1932, but dur
ing the Democratic Administration of a 
man by the name of Franklin Delarno 
Roosevelt, in 1933 to 1939. The real rea
son why newsprint prices went up so 
rapidly was because of the war, and a 
reduction in production, not only in Can
ada but a complete reduction of all sorts 
of newsprint in Europe. 

I would also like to say, in behalf of 
our Canadian friends to the north, that 
while American publishers are able to 
purchase their newsprint supplies at from 
$96 to $100 a ton f. o. b. New York, the 
world market price is approximately 
$200 per ton. 

Much of this production could be di
verted and s'old in the world market, in-

stead of · being Ehipped to the United 
States; and I think that the Congress of 
the United States and the publishers of 
this country should be appreciative of the 
fair treatment we have received from our 
friends to the north, the Canadians. 

CAUSE OF THE DEPRESSION 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota? . 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, in the . 

discussions that we are having this 
morning, I think we should be fair and 
stick to the facts. The depression was 
not caused by Mr. Hoover, neither was 
it accentuated by Mr. Roosevelt; rather, 
the depression was caused by the war 
that the Democrats promised to keep us 
out of back in 1916. · 

Let us be fair. 
. THE GREAT DEPRESSION 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I .think it 

would be well to remind our good friend 
and colleague from Massachusetts, the 
Democratic whip [Mr. McCoRMACK] of 
certain facts which seem to have slipped 
his mind. 

I am sure the country has not forgot
ten, if the gentleman from Massachu
setts has, that more farm foreclosures 
and more foreclosures of · American 
homes and businesses occurred during 
this New Deal administration than at any 
time while the Republicans were in 
power. The rich men were saved by the 
New Deal, but the common men by the 
hundreds of thousands lost their homes 
and farms and their basinesses, while 
the New Dealers were shedding elephant 
tears about them but did very little for 
them except to give them a job on WPA 
at starvation wages in order to garner 
their votes. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WOODRUFF asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. MACK asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap
pendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. LODGE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap
pendix of the RECORD in two separate 
instances and in each to include ex
traneous matter. 

Mr. WEICHEL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. GAMBLE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include ex
traneous matter. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

THE F. 0. B. MILL PRICE SYSTEM 

Mr. FOOTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from· Con
necticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOOTE. Mr. Speaker, once again 

a decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States has resulted in the over
ruling of established precedents which 
wi11 have a very decided effect upon our 
economy. I refer to the Federal Trade 
Commission, Petitioner against Cement 
Institute, et al., cases, decided April ~6. 
194'8, the majority opinion being by Jus
tice Black in which Justice Douglas and 
Justice Jackson took no part, and to 
which Justice Burton dissented. The 
effect of this decision has been forcibly 
called to my attention by W. Adam 
Johnson, executive vice president of the 
New Haven Chamber of Commerce, and 
by Charles M. A. Costello, president of 
C. Cowles & Co., of New Haven, manu
factu·rers of motorcar hardware, mount
ings, and lamps. This decision has al
ready resulted in changes in the selling 
practices of a number of producers of 
steel and the United States Steel has 
promised changes from the multiple bas
ing point system to an f. o. b. mill price 
system. This would make it impossible 
for the Connecticut manufacturers to 
compete on a price basis with concerns 
located near steel mills, and with the 
present shortage of steel, the steel mills 
will ·be inclined to supply the manufac
turers much closer -to them than those 
removed from them. The situatien ap
plies not only to Connecticut concerns 
but to all fabricators of steel that are not 
favorably geographically located with 
regard to the steel source, with the re
sult that they may face extinction at 
the hands of more favorably located 
competitors. 

The Hon. Lowell B. Mason, of the 
Federal Trade Commission, in a speech 
made May 14, 1948, before the Marketing 
Club of the Graduate School of Business 
Administration of Harvard University
although careful to state that he is talk
ing as an individual, and not uttering the 
official views of the Federal Trade Com
mission-discussed this matter but un
doubtedly his views as such individual 
are no different than as a member of 
the Federal Trade Commission. Com
missioner Mason makes some rather il
luminating statements wherein among 
other things he says: 

I believe that freight absorption is out. 
By that I mean it will be a violation of the 
merchant law for anyone to use a system
atic pricing system which allows him to pay 
the freight out of his own pocket in order 
to sell in a competitor's territory. This af
fects every basic industry in the United 
States. 

The Commissioner also indicates that 
the Government will probably attack the 
pricing system of heavy commodities 
where the freight is a large percentage of 
the cost of the article to the purchaser 
such as iron, steel, lime, rubber, glass 
containers, builders' supplies, farm 
equipment, ice, road machinery, paint 
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and varnish, business furniture , liquefied 
gas, auto parts, ladders, paper and pulp, 
structural clay products, china and por
celain, reinforcing materials, vitrified 
clay, sewer pipe, antifriction bearings, 
wholesale food and grocery products, 
end-grain strip wood blocks, construc
tion machinery, paper bags, lye, and 
wholesale coal. It appears also as 
though this principle may be extended 
to most every commodity. The Commis
sioner further ventures the opinion 
that-

There will be a decentralizat ion of users 
of basic product s. Fabricators will gravitate 
to the points of production of their basic 
m aterials. 

Senator HOMER CAPEHART, on May 20, 
1948, introduced a resolution-Senate 
Resolution 241-which was agreed to on 
June 12, 1948, providing that the Senate 
r.ommittee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, or any duly authorized sub
committee thereof, is authorized and di
rected to conduct a full and complete in
quiry into, first, the existing legislation 
concerning Government policy affecting 
the activities of the Federal Trade Com
mission and the Interstate Commerce 
Commission and the impact of these poli
cies as interpreted by the Supreme Court 
with particular relation to the basing 
point or freight equalization system of 
pricing and the impact upon small and 
large business and upon the consumers 
of the United States of the maintenance 
or discontinuance of said system; and, 
second, into the status of business enter
prise in the United States, seeking to 
determine the extent and character of 
economic concentration and the effect of 
such concentration, and the status of 
free competitive business enterprise as 
affected by transportation and Federal 
trade regulations. 

The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recommendations 
for such legislation as it may deem ad
visable, to the Senate at the earliest 
practicable date but not later than . 
March 15, 1949. 

The purposes of the Capehart resolu
tion directly affect the welfare of broad 
segments of our population whose special 
knowledge and particular interest require 
full consideration in the investigation. 
To insure access to such knowledge and 
interest, the committee shall consUlt with 
persons representing industry, agricul
ture, labor, and consumers' problems. 

The Senate committee under the 
chairmanship of the Indiana Senator, 
has already had an organization meeting 
and the chairman has explained that 
since the Supreme Court decision there 
has been confusion among businessmen 
all over the country as to the meaning of 
the decision as applied to them and this 
c.:m fusion has been extended to econ
omists, lawyers, and financial writers. 
Out of this confusion, manufacturers of 
all types of products are anxiously seek
ing answers to questions such as : "Will 
the Supreme Court decision make it 
illegal for a seller to pay any part of the 
freight charges to the buyers' destina 
tion-which he may consider essential 
to meet compet ition ?" Or, stated an
other way, "Did the Court outlaw a uni
versal delivered price by a manufactur
er?" "Is it illegal for a candy-bar manu-

facturer to sell his product so that it will 
retail throughout the entire United 
States for a nickel a package? Or should 
the candy bars sell at varying prices ac
cording to freight charges?" "Will the 
Supreme Court decision help or cripple 
small business?'' "Will the evils of 
monopoly be aided or impeded?" Also, 
"Will the Court:s decision increase or 
decrease the price the consumer must 
pay for finished goods?" 

The Senate committee proposes to 
study these and similar questions from 
every angle and to ascertain what price
fixing policies will best serve the competi
tive forces of free enterprise and the eco
nomic stability of the Nation. 

To assist in making this inquiry, the 
committee has set up an advisory coun
cil of 25 members representing labor, 
agriculture, buyers, and sellers in both 
heavy and light goods industries, under 
the chairmanship of Dr. Melvin Thomas 
Copeland, director of business research 
for the Harvard University School of 
Business Administration. 

It is my intention to introduce a reso
lution calling for an investigation of 
this matter, but in view of the situa
tion, I believe it would be mere dupli
cation and additional unwarranted ex
pense for the House to create such a 
committee, in view of the fact that the 
Senate has launched this hearing under 
the able direction of Senator CAPEHART, 
and expects to do considerable prelimi
nary work this summer and hold hear
ings at various points in the early fall. 
It is the opinion of responsible busi
nessmen in my congressional district 
that this new pricing policy if continued 
in force and with legal bars against ab
sorbing transportation charges, will elim
inate competition from more distant 
points and actually create monopolies in 
the sections surrounding the sources of 
supply thus protected. It will practically 
limit the sales of each company to points 
near its own plant which will finally re
sult in the closing and relocation of many 
mills and factories. Furthermore, that 
this pricing pollcy will arrest the devel
opment of low-cost production and dis
tribution and deprive consumers of a free 
choice of suppliers because of higher 
transportation costs on purchases from 
more distant sources. It will cost con
sumers more money, and as these costs 
vary according to the distance, con
sumers will be unable to compute their 
costs in advance. 

I believe that this is a matter in which 
all Members of the House should be 
vitally int erested, for if this new price 
policy is to be pursued it will undoubtedly 
bring about a serious dislocation of our 
economy and imperil the future of busi
ness in the New England area as well 
as other sections of our country which 
are not located near a strategic point. 
CORPORAT E EARNINGS AND RESERVES 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gent leman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, in 

discussing the question of bankruptcies 
and profits of corporat ions, I must not 

let this opportunity pass without remind
ing the House that a very big force is now 
at work in connection with corporate 
procedure which ties directly into wage 
negotiations, where the negotiators rep
resenting organized labor call for the 
balance sheets and operating statements 
of the company which is being negotiated 
for wage increases. Corporate manage
ment is up against a force with which it 
never had to deal before. If wages are 
to be advanced from time to time purely 
on the basis of the current earnings of 
the corporation, then I raise the ques
tion, where are the reserves to come from 
which will tide corporate industry over in 
times of low prices or of red figures? 
This is somethir.g we can well afford to 
pay some attention to. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Michigan has expired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HARDY asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

BANKRUPTCIES 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUBER. · Mr. Speaker, I was in

terested in the remarks made here today 
in reference to the number of bankrupt
cies that have occurred during the Re
publican and Democratic administra
tions. I have not read for a long time 
of any of the penny auctions being had on 
any of the farms of the country while the 
hangman's noose hung ready tor those 
who bid over 1 cent. In my opinion, it 
is well that our gcod friend, the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoR
MACK] called attention to the change 
that has occurred during the Democratic 
~dministration. 

During the twenties and the early 
thirties the only person who had a lucra
tive job in my district was the referee in 
bankruptcy who became fat and well to 
do. Flnally and in due time we had a 
Democratic referee in bankruptcy and 
the poor fellow almost starved to death. 
Congress, realizing the situation, changed 
the law, and in my district as in yours 
we no longer hr.ve referees in bankrupt
cy, and a roving referee working out of 
Cleveland makes infrequent trips to my 
district covering Akron and vicinity to 
handle the few bankruptcies that occur. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

HON. LOUIS E . GRAHAM, OF 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ver
mont ? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, today is 

a great day in the life of a very able man 
who is so modest as not to disclose in his 
biography wh en he was born. I refer to 
LOUIS GRAHAM, Republican, of Beaver 
County, Pa., whose anniversary this is. 
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I am sure all of us hope that he is not 

any older than he looks, that we may long 
have the pleasure of his company and the 
benefit of his advlce and counsel, than 
which there is no better, as is recognized 
to be a fact on both sides of the aisle. 
Many happy returns, Louis. 

NEWSPRINT 

Mr. LESH1SKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan? · · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it was 

amusing to me to listen to the discussion 
in reference to the high cost of news- · 
print. I happen to live next door to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
MICHENER] , in whose district are located 
a lot of paper mills. Going up through 
there I found mountains of old newsprint 
stacked up. A couple of weeks ago when 
I was driving back home all that news
print was burned up. I was told that the 
reason for burning up the old newsprint 
was to keep the price of that commodity 
up. 

Now, talking about farms and farming, 
my good friend the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. MuRRAY] must admit that · 
when the Democratic Party canie into 
power the farmers in Wisconsin were 
broke in 1932 but since then they have 
made a lot of money, by reason of pros
perity under the Democratic adminis
tration. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Michigan has expired. 
STOP THE INFLATIONARY SPffiAL NOW _ 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I know 

that the farmers of New York State, like 
the farmers of the rest of the country, 
will be very interested to know that the 
cause of the last depression was World 
War I; but I assure you that none of the 
people of New York State are interested 
in who is responsible for what. They do 
not care where the blame should be 
placed. 

They would like to see this session of 
Congress do something ·and enact some. 
positive legislation which will stop the 
inflationary spiral that now exists and 
legislation which will cause the housing 
that we need for our veterans and for the 
people of this country to be constructed. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Why does not the Presi
dent exercise the power that he now has? 
If he did, we would not have such high 
prices. If he would do something instead 
of going around the country and blowing 
a lot of hot air, he could remedy the sit
uation. 

Mr. MULTER. The President has in
dicated to this Congress what he needs to 

implement his powers and to give to the 
people of the country what they need. 
It is up to us to give it to them. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HALLECK asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article on Federal 
thought control by his colleague, the gen
tleman from Indiana rMr. HARNEss]. 
MISSISSIPPI DEMOCRATIC CONVENTION 

Mr. · RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
·for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to · 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, on yes

terday the Democrats of Mississippi, in 
convention assembled, ratified the nomi
nation of Governor Thurmond, of South 
Carolina, for President of the United 
States and Governor Wright, of Missis
sippi, for Vice President, 

They called on the Members of Con
gress from Mississippi to state whom 
they would vote for in case rio one gets 
a majority of the electoral vote and the 
elect~on is thrown into the House of 
Representatives, in which case we would 
have to· vote for one of the three highest 
ones. 

I am glad to answer that question 
now. In such a case, I shall vote for 
Governor Thurmond. He is not only 
the ablest man in the race, but he is the 
only one who is pledged to oppose and 
to veto the Communist program with 
which Congress is now being annoyed, 
i~lcluding the FEPC and other measures 
covered by the so-called civil-rights pro
gram. Mr. Truman has agreed to sign 
it, Mr. Wallace is pledged to sign it, and 
Mr. Dewey has already signed it as Gov
ernor of New York-thereby imposing 
on the people of New York a program of 
Communist regimentation that is liter
ally dreaded by real Americans through
out the rest of the country. 

I know that some will try to tell you 
that Governor Dewey would not sign a 
national FEPC bill, but in the words of 
Brann, the great iconoclast, "You can
not explain a dead cat out of the family 
cistern." 

The same man from New York who 
piloted this vicious measure through 
that legislature is now a Member of the 
other body, has introduced the same bill 
there, and got it reported out of the 
committee. ·It is now pending before 
the Senate; and my opinion is, if it were 
passed and Governor Dewey were Presi
dent, he would sign it. 

Now, let me show you what it means. 
We are investigating certain Commu
nists before the Committee on Un
American Activities. When chased out 
of Washington they invariably gravitate 
into New York. 

If they seek employment, their em
ployer cannot ask one of them where 

· he came from, under the laws of New 
York. 

They cannot ask him what his name 
was-before it was changed by court or
der or ·;'.otherwise-under the laws and 
regulations in force- under the Dewey· 

administration in the State of New York. 
They cannot ask him what his wife's 
name was, although he may have mar
ried a Russian Communist or a Russian 
spy, as some of these individuals have 
that we have had before the committee. 
You cannot ask him that question under 
the laws and regulations of the State of 
New York. 

You cannot even tell him that this 
organization celebrates the Fourth of 
July, under the laws and regulations of 
the State of New York. 

You cannot ask him what organiza-. 
tion he belongs to, although he may be 
a member of the Communist Party. 

Governor Thurmond would veto that 
measure and guarantee to the Ameri
can people that we are not going to 
adopt this communistic program, known 
as . the civil-rights program, including : 
this vicious FEPC with which the people 
of New York are now being punished and 
with which the people of the United
States were being punished a few years 
ago under an Executive order that was 
placed on them here in Washington and · 
would be in force today, perhaps, if it 
had not been that we killed the appro- · 
priations and prevented its being per
petuated. I say it is about time that we 
join hands, support Governor Thur
mond and Governor Wright in this bat
tle to save America for Americans. 

SUSPENSION OF RULES 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
by direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 707 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That during- the remainder of 
the second session of the Eightieth Congress 
it sl:.all be in order for the Speaker at any 
time to entertain motions to suspend the 
rules, notwithstanding the provisions of 
clause 1, rule XXVII; it shall also be in order 
at any time during the second session of 
the Eightieth Congress for the majority .· 
lf;ader or the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules to move that the House take a recess, 
and it shall also be in order at any time 
during the balance of the second session of 
the Eightieth Congress to consider reports 
from the Committee on Rules as provided in 
clause (2) (b), rule XI, except that the 
provisions requiring a two-thirds vote to 
consider said reports is hereby suspended 
during the !, !'\lance of the second session of 
the Eightieth Congress. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH]. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides 
for suspension of the rules as provided 
under clause 1, rule XXVII, which re
quires a two-thirds vote to consider a 
bill under suspension, and will permit, 
during the balance of the session, upon 
recognition by the Chair, any report to 
be brought up, and considered, by a ma
jority vote. 

I think the resolutio:1 speaks for itself. 
It is th~ customary action in the closing 
days of any session. The adoption of 
this resolution is necessary in prepara
tion for adjournment. 

LEGISLATION IN THE SPECIAL SESSION TO B:S 
CONSIDERED UNDER A GAG RULE 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, the res
olution that is before us is one of the 
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worst gag rules that has been brought to 
the ftoor of the House. It even sur
passes in viciousness the rule you passed 
in the last session of Congress. 

I do not know whether the Members 
have listened to the reading of this ob
noxious, yes, reprehensible rule and un
derstood what it aims to do. The res
olution that was originally introduced 
and considered by the Committee on 
Rules yesterday, provided "that during 
the remainder of this week it should be in 
order for the Speaker at any time to 
entertain a motion to suspend the rules, 
notwithstanding the provisions of clause 
1 of rule XXVII. That was for the re
mainder of this week. But after the 
great Committee on Rules started to con
sider conditions, they felt that it did not 
go far enough, so they insisted that the 
rule be amended and that it provide not 
only for suspension of the rules for the 
remainder of this week but to apply for 
the balance of this session. Bear in 
mind-for the remainder of this session 
regardless as to how long it will continue. 

Under this rule the Members of the 
House will be deprived of their rights 
under the regular rules, arid any bill that 
comes in here that is approved by the 
big four of the House and approved, of 
course, by the National Association of 
Manufacturers, cannot be taken up un
der the 5-minute rule and considered 
under the usual procedure as any bill 
that the Constitution and the rules of 
the House provide and it is our right to 
consider. 

I fully appreciate that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] and other Re
publican gentlemen will call attention to 
the fact that similar procedure has been 
followed in the past but invariably the 
action was on minor legislation and not 
on legislation of such great import as 
that which the public is demanding 
today. 

Any bill that is taken up under sus
pension of this rule naturally will have to 
be voted upon as is. We Y!ill not have 
the right or privilege of offering any 
amendments whatsoever. Not only that 
but the rule providing for the suspen
sion of the rules will permit only 20 min
utesJ debate on each side, and even pre
cludes a motion to recommit, a motion 
whieb never in my recollection the mi
nority never has been deprived to maKe. 
The rule, in fact, completely gags the mi
netrity. 

Mr. Speaker, I came to the Hous~ of 
Representatives in the Sixtieth Congress. 
That was 42 years ago. At that time Mr. 
Joseph Cannon, known as Uncle Joe, was 
the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives. He was known as the czar. He 
was the House. He was the Congress of 
the United States. 

But with all his power, somehow or 
other the Republican powers that be in 
the present House of Representatives 
are trying to exceed his ruthlessness in 
depriving the membership of their 
rights. 

When the country was informed of 
Speaker Cannon's usurpation of power 
and that it was used for the purpose of 
protecting the special interests, the 
country was aroused, and his party, your 
party, the Republican Party, in the elec-

/ 

tion for the Sixty-second Congress was 
defeated, and the people called upon the 
Democratic Party to serve so that legis
lation in the interest of the masses and 
in the interests of the country would re
ceive consideration. 

With your activities and your ruth
lessness today I am satisfied that what 
happened to your party then will hap
pen to you again. The same fate awaits 
you in the coming election. 

Of course, from time to time I try to 
advise you as a friend not to go so far, 
not to get drunk with power or com- . 
pletely ignore the rights and interests 
of the American people, and not to be 
controlled by the vested interests as rep
resented by the National Association of 
Manufacturers. 

I try to urge you that you should legis
late in the interests of the American peo-
ple, at least at times. · 

In desperation the President has called 
a special session for the purpose of bring
ing about a reduction in the high cost
yes, the criminally high cost--of living. 
At the same time he wants us to provide 
decent low-cost housing for ex-service
men and the millions of American citi
zens who are seeking homes, who are 
homeless and cannot obtain a decent 
place to live. 

You are ignoring the President's rec
ommendation to legislate to curb and re
duce the high cost of living, to control 
in:fiation, to provide low-cost housing, to 
increase social-security benefits, to in
crease minimum-wage levels, to carry 
out the civil-rights program, and to 
strengthen the antitrust laws. What are 
you going to do? You are going to con
sider only legislation that carries the 
approval of the vested interests, the Na
tional Association of Manufacturers, its 
affiliates and so-called institutes, who 
seem to completely control you and that 
are secretly agreeing on the prices they 
will charge the public for their commodi
ties and products. You will not consider 
legislation that does not carry the stamp 
of approval of the manufacturers, con
tractors, housing and real-estate lobbies 
that have been infesting the Capitol for 
the last 2 years, delaying the considera
tion of and seeking to defeat the Taft
Ellender-Wagner housing bill and thus 
deprive the American people of decent 
homes at decent prices and rentals. 

Now, I am candid and honest in my 
belief that you are making a serious mis
take in your failure to give consideration 
to the important measures recommended 
by the President, in the interest and wel
fare of our Nation and for the relief of 
the milked and mulcted people. 

I am not in the confidence of the big 
four in this House. I do not know what 
legislation you will bring out, but judg
ing the future by the past, I have a 
strong suspicion that you will ignore 
these appeals of the President and ap
peals on the part of suffering consum
ers and the public in general, and that 
you will not pass any relief legislation 
that would bring about the reduction of 
the high cost of living that has gone up 
40 percent since you came into power. 
You will not pass legislation to reduce 
the cost of food, which, in many in
stances, has increased from 100 to 200 

percent, nor will you be permitted to 
pass a real housing bill that would pro
vide homes and rentals at reasonable 
prices to the people ir.. the lower-income 
brackets. 
REPUBLICANS HAVE PLACED THE INTEREST OF 

WEALTH ABOVE HUMAN NEEDS 

It appears to me that' instead of doing 
something to reduce the high cost of liv
ing and to provide food for people of 
low income, you are devoting your time 
in feeding them with scares and bun
combe as to food shortages and com
munism, notwithstanding the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, the Depart
ment of Justice, and a Federal grand 
jury, according to press reports today, 
after spending over a half a million dol
lars and the grand jury having called 
over 200 witnesses, have failed to find any 
cause· for alarm or evidence justifying 
any indictments, with the exception of a 
few of the officers of the Communist 
Party. Five of your investigating com
mittees are extremely busy seeking to 
prejudice the minds of the AmericE..n 
people with these nonexistent scares for 
the purposes of distracting their atten
tion from the pledges and promises you 
made in 1946 to reduce the high cost of 
living and the failure of the builders 
and the contractors to erect decent low
cost homes and to provide low-rental 
housing. No, you cannot make them for
get despite the extraordinary efforts you 
are making not in a three-ring but in a 
five-ring circus. People will realize that 
it is clowning in an attempt to take their 
minds from the real serious conditions 
that have been in:fiicted upon them by 
reason of your giving the industries the 
privilege to do as they pleased and to 
charge the public as much as they 
pleased. The sad fa~t is that you have 
placed the interest of wealth above hu
man needs and the people know it in your· 
failure to legislate to alleviate the dis
tressing conditions. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield now? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I would 

like to ask the gentleman what provi
sions of the Constitution would be vio
lated by the adoption of the pending 
resolution. 

Mr. SABATH. The Constitution gives 
the House the right to adopt rules for its 
guidance and orderly procedure in the 
consideration of legislation. Under this 
rule, that right is taken away from the 
membership of the House, because they 
are deprived of any rigLt whatsoever to 
try to improve, change, or modify any 
legislation that may be brought in here 
under this vicious gag rule that is now 
before us. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is it not 
true that legislation can be brought b~
fore the House by the adoption of the 
ordinary rule? We are not limited b 
considering legislation which may come 
up under suspension only. 

Mr. SABATH. Oh, yes. If the gentle
man will familiarize himself with the 
rule, the rule provides that the Speaker 
will have the right to call up any bill un
der suspension, without the two-thirds 
vote which is generally required under 
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the rules of the House. That is a thing 
the gentleman should bear in mind. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gen
tleman from South Dakota has read the 
pending rule. 

Mr. SABATH. I do not yield any fur
ther to the gentleman. I may yield 
later on. 

I have promised some time to others. 
How much time have I consumed, Mr. 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 
consumed 12 minutes. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, if time 
would permit, I would be delighted to 
answer some of the reckless statements 
made earlier in the day by many of you 
Republican gentlemen that the bank
ruptcies and foreclosures that took place 
in 1933, 1934, and 1935 were during a 
Democratic administration. With this 
statement you may be able to ~nislead 
some uninformed people, but not the 
intelligent voters who know that these 
foreclosures and bankruptcies started in 
1932 and continued during 1933, and even 
in 1934, as a result of the Republican 
Hoover panic which ' lasted up ·to 1933. 
Yes, businesses ·and plants went 'into 
bankruptcy and a majority of 'them were · 
closed, homes and farms wer<' foreclosed~ 
but this was all remedied as speedily as 
possible after President Roosevelt was · 
sworn in and a Democratic Congress was . 
able to begin legislating. 

You have tried in many ways to unload 
your guilt for the high cost of living upon 
the President. You failed and deliber
ately omit that in 1946. you and the Na
tional Association of Manufacturers as
sured the American people that there 
would be plenty of everything and at a 
much lower r:rice if the Price Control Act 
was repealed. The National Association 
of Manufacturers, through paid page ad- 
vertisements, directly assured the people 
they would voluntarily reduce the prices . 
on meats and all necessities of life if the 
Price Control Act was repealed. You do 
not call attention to the fact that these 
pledges and promises made by you and 
the various associations and institutes 
have not been carried out, nor do you · 
deny that instead of reducing the prices 
as you promised when you came into con
trol of the House you have, a~ I stated 
before, increased the cost of living. by 
40 percent and the cost of food from 100 
to 200 percent. 

To justify the continuous, outrageous, 
ever-increased cost of living the manu
facturers, the suppliers, the lobbyists and 
propagandists are from time to time . 
creating a scare of shortages on meats 
and meat products, steel, oil, lumber, 
sugar, and soap notwithstanding that the 
warehouses are bulging with surpluses, 
which gives these combines an excuse to 
continuously increase their prices. Per
sonally, I feel that if all your sins oi 
omission and commission, your smears 
and mud slinging could be wiped out it 
would create a shortage of soap. 

The fact is, as many of you Repub
licans have admitted, we have greater 
production and greater crops than ever 
before in the history of our country. 
Consequently, your charges that the high 
cost of living and the prevailing -high 
prices are due to our exporting are fool-

hardy and without foundation because it 
is absolutely necessary for our country to 
export in order to get rid of the tremen
dous,-yes, extraordinary-surpluses we 
have on hand in nearly every line. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may revise and extend my remarks 
and include therein an editorial from the 
Chicago Times and a telegram from the 
commander of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars and also two additional letters 
bearing on the high cost of -living and 
the shortage of housing. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to · 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, under the 

leave given me; I insert a telegram from 
Henry L. Warner, commander, Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, Chicago, Ill, calling at
tention to the desperate need of housing 
by Illinois veterans, as follows: 

' CHICAGO, ILL., July 28, 1948. 
Hon. ADOLPH J. SABATH, . 

House Office Building, 
· Washington , D . C.: 

· Illinois veterans desperately need decent 
housing. Your attention directed to our let
ter May ·15 including report on shameful 
housing conditions in Illinois. State organi
zation Veterans of Foreign Wars seriously 
perturbed over stubborn opposition of group 
in Congress against adequate housing leg
islation. Request you get Taft-Ellender
Wagner bill on floor and vote for it. Thou- · 
sands of veterans will retaliate at polls un
less housing legislation is enacted at special 
session. 

HENRY L. WARNER, 
Commander, Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Mr. Omar B. Ketchum, nationallegis
iative director, of the Veterans of For
eign Wars of the United States, in a letter 
addressed to me on July 28, 1948, advises 
of the 'steps taken by his organization 
in its effort to obtain the passage of 
the Taft-Ellender-Wagner housing bill, 
and presently .urges that . additional 
Members of the House sign the discharge 
petition which would permit the con
sideration of the bill at the special ses
sion of Congress. Approximately 160 
signatures were obtained before the 
House adjourned for the second session 
of the Eightieth Congress. I include 
Mr. Ketchum's letter for the record, as 
follows: 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., July 28, 1948. 

DEAR C'oNGRESSMAN : During the second 
session of the E!ghtieth Congress the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States, 
in accordance with resolutions adopted by 
National Conventions in 1946 and 1947, 
strongly urged favorable action by the House 
of Representatives with respect to a hous
ing bill, S. 866, or a companion bill, H. R. 
2523. It was the belief of our officers and 
delegates in National Convention that this 
legislation offered the greatest encourage
ment toward the development of a program 
that would help to solve the shortage of 
low-cost and low-rental housing. 

In the absence of favorable committee 
action the Veterans of Foreign Wars joined 
with other groups in attempting to bring this 
legislation out on . the floor of the House 
through-use of the discharge petition. Let
ter appeals were addressed to Members of 
the House of Representatives requesting 
their signatures on discharge petition No. 6 

which would relieve the House Banking and 
Currency Committee from further consid
eration of the bills. Approximately 160 sig
natures were obtained before the second 
session adjourned June 19, 1948. 

Congress has now been called back into 
special session to consider, among other 
things, housing legislation. In view of the 
housing situation, and the failure of Con
gress to reach a decision on housing legis
lation during the second session, the Vet- · 
erans of Foreign Wars again solicits your 
cooperation with respect to S. 866 or H. R. · 
2523· by signing discharge_ petition No. 6 1f 
you have not already done so. 

We remain of th~ same opinion that this 
legislation is the best proposal yet advanced 
toward solving the shortage of low-cost and 
low-rental housing. 

Respectfully yours, 
0MAR B. KETCHUM;, Director. 

Mr. Speaker, the great Chicago Sun- . 
Times, a people's newspaper, carried a · 
very factual editorial in its issue of July 
28, 1948, entitled "Priorities for Con
gress" which I am sure will he very 'in- · 
formative and enlightening to the people 
of the country. It gives real facts and I 
recommend its reading to place the re
sponsibility for the lack of legislative ac- ' 
tion to relieve .the people from the high , 
cost of living and the housing shortage. · 
It is as follows: · · 

PRIORITIES FOR CONGRESS 
President Truman in his message to Con

gress yesterday· set up a table of priorities 
which he thinks the special session should 
observe in considering legislation. 

First of all, he wants Congress to act on 
inflation and on housing. Several times he 
repeated that these were the principal rea
sons for calling Congress back. He urged 
Congress "not to be distracted from these · 
central purposes." 

The people, staggering under the highest 
cost of living in the American record, will 
certainly agree · with Mr. Truman. Many 
would be willing to settle for these two pro
grams alone. 

If Congress acts to check inflation and to · 
counteract the housing shortage, the special · 
session will have been justified even if noth- 
ing else is done. 

On the other hand, unless Congress does 
act on these two critical problems, no other 
legislation that may be passed, or speeches · 
made, or political maneuvers executed, can 
compensate for a cynical neglect of the mat
ters closest to the average citizen's interests. 

So it is important, in judging congressional 
behavior, to keep the table of priorities in 
mind. 

If, for example, Republicans and southern 
Democrats carry out the str:ttegy which some 
are reported to be considering-if they seek 
to tie up the session immediately with a bat
tle royal over civil rights-they will be ignor
ing ·':he people's most urgent needs just as 
surely as if they returned a flat "no" to the 
request for action on inflation and housing. 

Civil rights are important. Mr. Truman 
made no bones about his uncompromising 
stand for an antilynching ~aw, an anti-poll 
tax law, and other measures previously rec
ommended. He proved his sincerity by issu
ing two epochal executive orders initiating a. 
vigorous attack upon racial discrimination in 
Federal employment and the armed forces. 

But civil rights are not important to the 
exclusion of everything else. Whilr~ this leg
islation ought to be passed, nobody should 
be fooled if an ostensible move to pass it be
comes the means by which the critical prob
lems of inflation and housing are shunted 
on a sidetrack. 

Next to. inflation control and housing, Mr. 
Truman ranks three welfare measures: Fed
eral aid to education, a 75-cent minimum 
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wage, increased social-security benefits. In 
a sense, these three proposals are part of the 
inflation problem. Those concel'ned--<Jur 
schools, low-income workers, and retired per
sons-are all victims of inflation. 

Next on the list come three measures af
fecting foreign policy: a decent bill for the 
admission of displaced persons, a loan to 
finance construction of the United Nations 
headquarters, and ratification of the inter
national wheat agreement. 

In the fourth category of urgency Mr. Tru
man places civil rights, public power appro
priations, and re-vision of Federal salary 
scales. 

Finally, he flings back at Congress the rest 
of his program, including a national health 
bill and revision or repeal of the Taft-Hart
ley Act. This is for the record. Mr. Truman 
evidently doesn't expect or demand action in 
these fields at the current session. 

The President's anti-inflation program is 
essentially the same one which he recom
mended 8 months ago and which the Repub
lican leadership of Congress rejected as un
necessary. What has happened during 
these 8 months proves conclusively that the 
Republicans were wrong. 

They said free-wheeling prices would stim
ulate production, that high production would 
bring prices down. It didn't. 

They said businessmen could be counted 
on to hold prices in check by voluntary 
restraint. They haven't. 

Now it is being argued that price control 
won't get at the true causes of inflation, such 
as the state of the budget and the heavy 
demands. foreign and· domes.tic, upon our 
output. 

There is some truth in this, no doubt. But 
when a doctor is called to atte:1d a patient 
with a raging fever, the first thing he does is 
try to check th" fever. America has a raging 
fever of inflation. The first joh is to check it. 

Governor Dewey is making a studious ef
fort to keep aloof from events in Washing
ton. He should be warned that in the long 
run he can't do it. As the leader of his 
party, he bears an inescapable responsibility 
for the actions of that party in Cong .. ess. 

Should the Republicans again turn their 
backs on the people's struggle with high 
prices and inadequate housing, the voters 
will rightly conclude that the Republican 
nominee for President was an accessory 
before the fact. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. FOGARTY]. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, the 
CONGRESSION \L RECORD of July 30 con· 
tains some timely language which I 
commend to my colleagues in the House 
of Representatives. The distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire, [Mr. 
ToBEY] addressing the Senate, pleaded 
for an abandonment of party politics 
until something could be done about the 
tragic burden of high prices. I sub
scribe whole-heartedly to the thoughts 
expressed by the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY] and I implore 
the leadership of this House to permit 
the reporting of legislation which will 
help the families of the United States to 
rid themselves of a gnawing worry. 

It is true that no one is starving. But 
the great bulk of American families are 
sorely pressed and ·are finding great 
difficulty in maintaining their existence. 
They have a right to expect that we shall 
do something in their behalf. 

When the President called this special 
session, I entertained the same doubts 
with regard to legislation as many of 
you did. I am ready to admit there are 
controversial issues in which the Demo-

cratic Members and the Republican 
Members honestly differ. 

But, I say in all sincerity, I did feel 
confident this special session would 
seriously consider the issue of high prices, 
and I hoped constructive action would 
be forthcoming. Now, with the days 
passing and the talk of early adjourn
ment growing louder, I feel frightened. 

I have heard Members express the wish 
to get back to their districts in order 
to campaign for reelection. On what 
issue can you campaign, if you have done 
nothing about the most pressing problem 
of the hour? 

This session of Congress has been pre
occupied with what appears to be efforts 
to .fix tfie blame for the present high 
prices. For myself, I can assure you I 
entertain strong feelings on this point. 
However, I do not believe it is fair to state 
that the American people at this moment 
are not too much concerned over who is 
to blame-and we waste precious time 
standing here screaming denunciations 
at each other. 

What the American family man 
wants-and what he has a perfect right 
to expect-is that we-representatives of 
the people-will do something about it 
and now. 

I can well recall the great pleas which 
were made in behalf of free enterprise 
and individual initiative; the great re
sults which were promised if the laws of 
economics were allowed to function un
restricted. It is quite true that many 
American wage-earners and housewives 
were lured by those siren songs and 
wished for an end of all controls. 

Controls were abandor.ed, but the 
tragic fact is that prices then did not 
seek a lower level. Prices soared higher 
and are still on the way up. Where they 
will stop no one can predict with any 
degree of certainty. 

In Providence, the capital city of my 
State, food prices-the aU-important 
item in the family budget-have soared 
to unbelievable heights. The Bureau of 
Labor Statistics has informed me that 
prices of all foods combined have risen 
more for Providence dnce 1935-39 than 
for any New England city or for the 
United States as a whole. 

The Bureau uses the prewar period, 
1935-39, as r. base period and considers 
this period as 100 in its index. In Prov
idence, as of June 15, 1948, the index for 
all foods stood at 220. Consider that for 
a moment-over 100 percent. The 1939 
dollar worth less than 50 cents in pur
chasing food for the family table. 

If you consider that fact soberly, how 
can you feel we have any right to waste 
our days in political bickering, or return 
home without having acted? 

We have been able to work out a plan 
for securing a bipartisan foreign policy. 
That it is working is a credit to both 
great parties. But why in the name of 
heaven cannot we abandon party poli
tics long enough to work out a bipartisan 
program for reducing prices, af: least in 
the cost of food? 

Our neighbor to the north, if my mem
ory serves me correctly, during the war 
adopted a system of price controls pat
terned after the price-control set-up in 
the United States. After hostilities had 
ceased, Canada inaugurated a selective 

decontrol program, but here under the 
tremendous pressure of the NAN': and 
others, the Congress threw ou.t all con
trols. The results speak for themselves. 

Our people are now reading news 
stories containing food prices in Canada. 
They are substantially lower than food 
prices in the United States. As a result 
our people are aroused, and rightly so. 

A great trust has been place~. in us. 
The American people want more than a 
lot of high-sounding phrases and hand
shaking during the coming political 
campaign. 

They expect us to measure up . to the 
claims we have made on the mbject of 
our ability and honesty in representing 
our constituents. If this Congress fails 
to do something about prices-it is go
ing to be mighty hard for many Members 
of this House to face those constituents 
during the weeks before November 2. 

I mentioned a while ago the b:par
tisan foreign policy with which we are 
striving to maintain the dignity of the 
United States abroad and promote the 
peace and prosperity of the world. 

I think all of us are in agreement on 
the vital importance of that foreign 
policy-and on the need for promoting 
stability abroad. 

All Americans are conscious of the very 
important position this Nation occupies 
in world affairs and the part it is play
ing in determining the destiny of mil
lions throughout the world. 

We seek to sell democracy abroad 
through every possible means. But, it 
has always been my sincere conviction 
that we can best win the world to the 
democratic way of life by demonstrating 
that true democracy works here in the 
United States. 

To be convincing to the people of other 
nations--our foreign policy must be sup
ported by the confidence of the American 
people. 

I would call the attention of the House 
to the serious threat to that policy which 
is engendered by the . present concern 
over high prices. 

Many people in the United States are 
becoming confused. Their confusion 
stems from the difficulty they are en
countering in providing adequate food 
for their families. It is a fact that many 
families are unable to maintain an ade
quate diet. And these people are read
ing stories charging that our present 
foreign policy is responsible for high food 
prices. 

If both political parties are willing to 
support our present foreign policy; then 
I submit to you the leaders of both par
ties must put forth an extraordinary 
effort to dissolve the confusion which is 
growing in American families. 

I insist that the present high cost of 
living is not a purely domestic problem. 
It threatens stability at home;· it en
dangers our efforts a.broad. It plays 
smack into the hands of Communists 
who, I honestly believe, gloat over the 
prospects of still higher prices-believing 
they will one day soon bring on a bust 
which will disillusion the great army of 
average Americans and make fertile soil 
for the growth of ideas of government 
which we distrust. 

If we fail in this-our greatest respon
sibility-! fear the results will be tragic. 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. CASE]. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I regret that the gentleman 
from Illinois did not see fit to yield a 
little further when I was interrogating 
him, so I have asked for this time to fol
low through the line of thinking he has 
suggested. 

In the first place, the gentleman from 
Illinois suggested that some constitu
tional righ ts were being violated by the · 
adoption of this resolution, but when I 
asked h im what rights he was not able to 
point out how any constitutional pro
vision was being violated. 

It is true, of course, that we are here 
proposing to make it in order during 
the remainder of the session for the · 
Speaker to entertain motions to suspend 
the rules for the consideration of bills but 
they will require passage by a two-thirds 
vote. If the membership of the House 
wants by a two-thirds vote to suspend 
certain rules, that is clearly within the 
privilege of the membership. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the. 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. rr:'his resolution may 

be adopted by a majority vote. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That is 

true but any legislation brought up under · 
suspension will require a two· thirds vote 
for passage. 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes; it would take a 
two-thirds vote under suspension. 

The thing that the gentleman. from 
Illinois missed completely, of course, is 
that all during the session, twice a month 
suspensions may be called in the discre
tion of the Speaker and the leadership, 
and certainly he must recognize that if 
an adjournment resolution is adopted, 
under the rules of the House, for the last 
6 days of the session suspensions are in 
order. It is contemplated at the time 
this resolution :s here presented that the 
session will not last any longer than the 
6 days contemplated in the rules. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. So the 
adoption of this rule merely supplements 
the established procedure of recognizing 
suspensions at the end of the session and 
is in keeping with the orC:~nary principles 
of the House and is a practice which has 
been followed- for many, many Con
gresses. 

It should also be pointed out that the 
rule is not exclusive. The rule' does not 
Eay that no legislation May be consid
ered except under &uspensions of the 
rules; legislation can c.ome in by the ' 
adoption of an orJinary ru1e. This 
merely makes it possible for the Speaker 
to entertain motions to suspend the 
rules. It is not exclusive; so t:Ie House is 
not forfeiting the right to ·consider. leg
islation in the normal fashion. 
. Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. · 
Mr. MICHENER. As c.. rr atter of fact, 

there is not anything . arbit:r:ary about ' 
this resolution. The rules of the House 
are strictly adhered to and tht:. House- will 
be permitted ::.o work its will. If a ma
jority of the House does 11ot want to -do 
this it will not be done . ... · 

My friend from Illinois, former chair
man of the committee with whom I had 
the honor of serving for many years, and 
I served as a member of the committee 
under him when he was chairman, he 
knows this is not an unusual proceeding. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakuta. May I 
ask the gentleman from Michigan in his 
long service on the Committee on Rules, 
did he never experience a situation where 
the members of the Rules Committee on 
the minority side, then the majority, 
brought in many matters under suspen
sion of the rules during the closing days · 
of a session? 

Mr. MICHENER. Oh, yes. When we 
wrote the rules and pr.ovided that the 
last 6 days should be suspension days, 
the matter was thoroughly argued, and 
it was considered that those last days 
should be suspension days, in order to 
meet the exigencies which arise during 
the last days of a session. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. ·Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South, Dakota. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle
man name, during the 6 years I was . 
majority leader, one controversial bill or 
one bill of general interest, e:ven during . 
the last 6 days of a session, that we con
sidered under suspension of the rules, 
thereby denying the author of an 
amendment the right to present it and 
denying the minority the right to pre- · 
sent their views; and the inherent right 
of a motion to recommit? Name one 
bill of importance or of a controversial 
nature during the 6 years I was majority 
leader. 

Mr .. MICHENER. -Of course, I do not · 
have all that material here, but it is ob
tainable. 

The SPEAKER. ··The time of the gen- 
tleman from South Dakota has expired. 

Mr . . CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Spsaker, I aEk unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks and include therein a . 
list of the bills considered under suspen- . 
sion of the rules during- the 6 years that . 
the gentleman from Massachusetts was 
majority leader. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
<The list referred to follows:) 

SUSPENSIONS, SEVENTY-SEVENTH CONGRESS 

(Numbers in parentheses refer to pages in 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD) 

H. R . 6999. Pipe line and. barge channel 
across Florida. Failed to pass House. under 
::uspension of rules.. June 1, 1942 . (4774). 
The vote was: ayes 85, noes 121. 

H. J. Res. 319'. Declaration of war against 
Bulgaria. Passed. 

H. J. Res. 320 _ Declar.atian. o war against 
H~ngary. ~assed. 

H _J . Res. 321. Dec.laratian of war against 
Rumania. Passed . 

·H. R. 4_ Co'mpensation for certain depend
ents of Woxld War veterans. Passed. 

H. R. 5726'. To amend-the Sugar Act of 193'1.-
Passed ( 9286) . . 

H. R. 6682 . To suspend processing tax . on 
coconut oil. Passed (4774-4779). 

H. R. 6128. To amend act tc expedite hous
ing in connection with national defense. 
Failed of passage under suspension of rules 
(928·1) December 1, 1941. The vote was-ayes 
83, noes 70. 

S. 1840. To supplement Federal Aid Road 
Act. Amended and passed House under 
suspension (8121- 8137). 

H. R. 7349. Making appropriations for De
partment of Agriculture for month of July. 
Passed ' 5953-5960) . 

H. J. Res. 254. Declaration of war against 
Japan. Passed (9520- 9537). 

H. J. Res. 256. Declaration of war against 
Germany. Passed (9665, 9666). 

SUSPENSIONS, SEVENTY-EIGHTH CONGRESS 

H. R. 1366. Temporary additional compen
sation in postal service. Passed (2002), 
March 15, 1943. 

H. R. 1860. Overtime compensation to cer
tain Government employees. Passed (2911-
2922) , April 5, 1943. The vote was-yeas, 224; 
nays, 107. 

H. R. 2703 . More uniform provisions in vet
erans' laws. Passed (6207- 6216), June 21, 
1943. 

H. R. 2798. To amend act relatiQg to Fed
eral aid for post roads. Passed ( 5496-5504) , 
June 8, 1943. 

H. R . 2936. To authorize $200 ,000,000 to ex
pedite housing for national defense. Passed 
(6202- 6207), June 21, 1943. 

H. R. 3646. To amend Canal Zone Code. 
Passed (5337- 5340), June 5, 1944; 

H. R. 4115. Employment preference for vet- . 
erans, widows and wives of disabled veterans. 
Passed (3501-3507), April 17, 1944. 

S. 972. To amend section 7 (c) of act of 
May 21, 1920, relating to the Navy. Passed 
(6200-6202), June 21, '1943. 

S. 1432. To extend· Ci vtlian Pilot Training , 
Act of 1939. Passed (6195-, 6211, 6213, 6215), 
June 19, 1944. 

H. J. Res. 147. To cqntinue Commodity 
Credit Corporation and increase its bon:owing 
power. Passed (7059- 7065), July 2, 1943. 

SUSPENSIONS, SEVENTY-NINTH CONGRESS 

H. R. 6890. To amend_ First War Powers 
Act . of 1941. Passed (10218) , July 26, 1f)46. 

H . R. 1651 .. Trade marks~ registration and 
protection. Passed ( 1725) , March 5, 1945. 

H. R. 3118. Priorities for Veterans' Admin-' ' 
istration. Passed (5513-5521) , June 4; 1945. 

H. R. 4230. Circuit Court of Appeals and 
dtstrict . courts. Passed (2362), March 18, 
1946. 

S. 191._ Hospitals and public health cen
ters. Passed, amended (10204-10215). 

S. 619. Vocational education. Passed, 
amend€d (10221), July 26, 1946. 

S. 938. Emergency flood control. Passed · 
amended (4840-4846), ·May 21, 1945. · 

S. 2085. To amend title · V, Housing. Act. 
Passed, amended (10219), Jul.y 26, 1946 . 

. H , R. 6917. To provide site acquisition for 
Federal 1 uildings. Failed (debate 10199-
10204), July 26, 1946. The vote on division 
was-ayes 65, noes 58; on roll call-ayes 160, 
noes 129. · 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
. minutes to the gentleman from Okla

homa [Mr. MONRONEYJ. 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, this 

particular action today is a most un
usual .proceeding, in spite of all the aile- ~: 
gations tha.t it is very customary for the · 
Congress to vote to suspend the rules . 
at the close o-f a session. 

·In ·the first place, under the resolution 
adopted by this House before the recess 
last month, . this session does. not end·r 
until about the 31st of December. 
Therefore, we are a long way from 6 , 
days before the close .of this session. , ~ 

In the second place, every one who has · 
sat · in this Chamber· for any length of · 
time knows that under all custom and 
precedent we never suspend· the . rules · 
and gag the minority and limit debate to 
20 minutes to a side on the passage of 
highly important or controversial bills. · 
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It has been widely announced in the 

press by the Republican leadership that 
there will only be one bill taken up at 
this session. They refused to do any
thing about considering the general 
housing bill that is now pending before 
the Rules Committee and can be brought 
before this House in 30 minutes. 

So the only purpose of this gag-rule 
method limiting debate to 20 minutes 
on a side, denying amendments to any 
Member of the House and preventing the 
minority from offering a motion to re
commit, is to take up the inflation-con
trol bill under suspension of the ruies. 

I believe the soaring cost of living to 
more than $1 a pound for meat and 80 
cents a pound for butter, and the record 
high cost of all food, clothing, and other 
things, requires more than 40 minutes 
of the Congress' time to find a solution 
to the problem. 

Yet if you vote for this resolution at 
the present time you will be voting to 
give only 40 minutes' time without 
amendment, modiflcation, or recom
mittal to the most important subject--
inflation-that is in the minds of every
body in our country. 

The matter of inflation control should 
not be a partisanship matter. It is not 
gomg to be only the Democrats who are 
going to be hurt if the cycle of inflation 
continues to run, it is not going to be just 
the Republicans who are going to be 
hurt; it is going to be 135,000,000 people, 
many of whom do not know or care 
nothing about party politics. 

When this Congress, by passing this ob
noxious gag resolution, limits to 40 min
utes discussion on the Nation's No. 1 
problem, then I think you ought to 
go on record and state emphatically that 
you are unwilling to give any reasonable 
amount of this Congress' time to at
tempting to help solve this great prob
lem. Mr. Speaker, the record vote on 
passage of this gag resolution will clearly 
show which Members, and which party is 
unwilling to take the required amount of 
time to work out-fair and effective legis
lation to deal with the pressing problem 
of inflation. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CARROLL. In addition to many 
of the fine points that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma makes with reference to 
this resolution, it will do another thing: 
It will put the stamp of approval of this 
Congress on adjourning within 6 days' 
time, whether or not anything is done. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the gentle
man. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
may I remark at this point that the 
pending resolution, of course, does not 
limit the congressional session to 6 days. 
I regret very much that the gentleman 
has not read the resolution. Of course, 
the argument that it will stifle the action 
of the House is wrong, because it permits 
the House to work its will by a majority 
vote instead of a two-thirds vote. 

I am not at all certain that the gentle
man who has just spoken, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, is in position to speak 

for the Republican leadership as to what 
legislation may or may not be presented 
to the House for consideration. I am 
sure that some of the bills which he has 
fostered, which he has supported, and . 
which he is, in a way, responsible for 
bringing before us in the past, have re
sulted in the unpleasant condition which 
is responsible for the inflationary situa
tion which exists today. I am sure that 
same type of legislation will not receive 
the approval of this Congress or of the 
thinking people of America any longer. 

Every citizen of this country, every 
Member of Congress, is just as much in
terested, let me say to the gentleman, in 
<;loing something about present high 
prices and in reducing the high cost of 
living as he may be. But, there are a 
great many people in America who know 
why we have high prices, and one of the 
great reasons is the enormous cost of 
maintaining the Federal Government 
which now takes nearly 25 cents out of 
every $1 of the American people's in- . 
come in taxes to support it; this gi
gantic, sprawling bureaucracy which 
the gentleman helped to create, and 
which he wants to now expand by enact
ing the legislation that the President has 
requested. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minute...; to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Under the privi
lege the gentleman from Massachusetts 
has granted me, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Ohio, who has men
tioned my name several times in debate, 
if he intends to bring in the inflation
control bill under suspension of the 
rules? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I do not know. 
The bill has not been reported out. I 
am not a member of that committee, but 
the gentleman is. He ought to know 
whether that committee reported any 
legislation out or not; at least, I hope he 
knows what is going on in his own com
mittee. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
said he could not speak for the Republi
can leadership, but he ought to be able 
to answer that question. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The committee 
has not acted at all, but I am not a mem
ber of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Mr. McCORMACK. He says he does 
not know about the 6 days. The majority 
leader clearly intimated by his observa
tions that this was brought up because 
the session would not last longer than 6 
days, so the gentleman from Ohio chal
lenges the statement made by the ma
jority leader of his own party. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the fact is that this 
resolution is introduced for the purpose 
of preventing any amendment being of
fered to any bills that might be brought 
up this week, or during the remainder of 
the session, which bills will depend upon 
the agreement made by the Republican 
leaders, and also to take away from the 
minority party its inherent right to a 
motion to recommit which, from time 
immemorial, this body has recognized re-

sided in the minority party in order for 
the minority party to make its record on 
which to go to the peopie of the country. 
We had a spectacle in the closing week 
of the last session only several weeks ago 
when, for all practical purposes, repre
sentative government in this Chamber 
was suspended. 1: sat, elected as a Mem
ber of this body, as did all other Mem
bers, and the majority in this body, the 
Republican Party, put through the same 
kind of a resolution, as a result of which 
all I or any other Member could do was 
vote "yes" or "n-:1," no matter what bill 
was brought up, and no matter how im
portant it was, and no matter how wide 
might be the interest in this body, or 
among the people. No Member of this 
body could rise in his seat and offer an 
amendment. We were denied that op
portunity. 

Furthermore, the minority party was 
denied during that week its inherent 
right to offer a motion to recommit. 
What were some of the bills that were 
considered during the last week of the 
last session under suspension of the 
rules? H. R. 6777, relating to the social
security law. Many members wanted to 
offer amendments to broaden coverage 
and to increase the benefits set in 1939 to 
offset, at least partially, the drastic in
crease in the cost of living since then. 
Social security under present Republi
can-NAM hjgh prices is little more than 
hollow mockery. The Democratic Party 
wanted to offer a motion to recommit. 
We were denied that opportunity under 
the suspension of the rules. 

Another bill passed under suspension 
was H. R. 3748, relating to veterans' de
pendents. Many Democratic Members 
wanted to offer amendments to improve 
that bill. We were denied the oppor
tunity. 

In the case of H. R. 5588, relating to 
disabled veterans' compensation, the 
same thing applied. 

Other bills passed under suspension of 
the rules, thereby depriving the mem
bership of the House of the opportunity 
of offering perfecting amendments, in
cluded: 

Senate Joint Resolution 117, relating 
to the International Labor Organization. 

H. R. 6247, relating to United States 
Air Force. 

S. 418, relating to stream pollution. 
Senate Joint Resolution 203, relating 

to mineral land purchase. 
House Joint Resolution 412 , relating 

to the merchant marine. 
House Joint Resolution 413, relating 

to the merchant marine. 
H. R. 6527, relating to school enroll

ments. 
S. 1322, relating to the Commodity 

Credit Corporation. There was a deep 
interest in this bill. Every Member was 
denied the right to offer an amend
ment, and the Democratic Party was 
denied its right to offer a motion to re
commit . 

H. R. 6959, the housing bill. We 
know the phony housing bill that was 
passed. Every Member was denied the 
right to offer an amendment, by this 
device, never intended by the House to 
be used in that way. It has a proper 
use, but not an improper use as was made 
during the last week of the last session. 
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On the housing bill we were denied the 
opportunity of offering any amend
ment-even those sponsored by ·a Re
publican leader of the other body and 
approved by a majority of the House 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 
The Democratic Party was denied the 
opportunity to offer a motion to recom
mit. 

H. R. 6916, the postal employees' pay 
raise bill. We know the inequities con
tained in that bill. None of us was 
afforded an opportunity to offer an 
amendment, and the Democratic Party 
was denied the right to offer a motion 
to recommit. 

Other bills passed under suspension 
were: 

S. 2281 , relating to air parcel post. 
S. 2376, relating to agricultural com

modities. 
H. R. 6501, relating to prototype air

craft. 
H. R. 5904, relating to the Virgin 

Islands. 
s_ 1260, relating to motor carriers. 
Then there was H. R. 6712, the Revenue 

Revision Act of 1948, which was long 
advertised as the Republican contribu
tion toward a major overhaul of the 
wartime tax structure. The folly of this 
procedure, as used by the Republican 
majority is that this technical tax re
vision bill making 80 important changes 
in the tax laws passed with only 40 
minutes of debate. 

I agree that this resolution has a 
proper purpose. There is no question 
abaut that, and nobody challenges it, 
but it has been improperly exercised, and 
abused in sach a manner that, as far as 
the last week of the last session is con
cerned, for all practical purposes repre
sentative government in this Chamber 
was suspended. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen
. tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. First of all, I thank 
the gentleman for pointing out that in 
the last session of Congress we passed 
so much constructive legislation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. ·Did I say "con
structive"? 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes; all of those 
measures. 

Mr . McCORMACK. That is the gen
tleman's word. He has the right to use 
it, but he should not put into my mouth 
words I did not use. 

Mr. HALLECK. All right; now may 
I say to the gentleman--

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not consider 
the ersatz Republican housing bill con
- tructive. I consider it represensible. 
If the gentleman wants me to go into 
that, I will do so, but if he will use 
that as his own word and make it an 
expr e:::sion of his own thought, all right. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman is 
referring to certain measures that were 
acted upon under suspension. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am referring to 
the unreas.:>nable exercise of the right 
of suspension. 

Mr. HALLECK. If the gentleman will 
permit me, may I say that before that 
resolution was adopted in the last session 
I asked unanimous consent for the ac
complishment of the same thing, to 

XCIV-616 

which the minority leader, the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] reserved 
the right to object, and then he went 
on to say this. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Does not the 
gentleman believe he had better have 
this discussion with the gentleman from 
Texas? I do not even know what the 
gentleman is going to say. 

Mr. HALLECK. This is from the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I just happen to 
have it here before me. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle
man ask me a question? Will the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] give me 
some of his time? 

Mr. HALLECK. I thought the gentle
man had yielded to me. I shall proceed 
in my own time and shall enlighten the 
gentleman. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, there 
is no question about yielding my time. 
The gentleman from Indiana knows 
that himself. 

I will yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman. Go ahead. Take my 
time. If you think that I have not been 
act ing within my rights, I am big enough 
to let you place your own construction on · 
the situation. 

But the gentleman knows that when 
we yield it is usuaily for a question or 
a brief observation, and not to take up 
another gentleman's time. 

Mr. HALLECK. T~e gentleman and 
I al,·mys get along very well, and I cer
tainly 'would not transgress on your pre
rogatives, so I will say what I have to say 
in my own time. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield for a ques
tion to the ventleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. MoNRONEYl so as to keep my two 
friends on an equal basis. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Not only would I 
say that they are gagging every Member 
on the .floor of the House by limiting 
debgte to 20 nJ.inutes on eacl: side on two 
important measures, but this morning it 
was announced that · they were refusing 
to hear the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Secre
t :::-..:""y of Commerce on the inflation-con
trol program being considcre( in the 
Com mil tee on Banking and Currency. 

So the committees, as well as the House 
itself are being gagged. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I would 'ik to 
inquire-What is the purpose of this par
ticular resolution? Is it not the inten
tion that, if a bill comes out of the Com
mittee on :3ar..king and Currency, to take 
it up under suspension of the rules? Is 
it not the purpose to take up whatever 
legislation may be acted upon at this 
session under suspension of the rules? 

Suspension of the rules has a definite 
and legitimate purpose. Where a bill 
comes up and only a small group is op
posed to it, and the great majority are 
in favor of it, suspension of the rules is 
resorted to on unanimous-consent day. 
Even in the last 6 days of a session it is 
very seldom resorted to with reference 
to a matter of general import to the peo-· 
pie, and where there are honest and sub
stantial differences between the Mem
bers. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoR
MACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, at 
least under such circumstances the mi
nority party is given the right to offer 
a motion to recommit. If a closed rule 
is brought in, the right to make a motion 
to recommit is not taken away. 

Lest we forget, let us go back 2 years 
ago when the National Association of 
Manufacturers and the Republican 
Party promised the people of America 
that, if price controls were removed, 
within 60 days everything would be in 
plentiful supply and we would have prices 
lower than under OPA. Time passed. 

It is now 2 years later. Are the people 
paying less than they did 2 years ago? 
Has the cost of living declined during the 
last..2 years? Has the Republican Party 
kept Us promises to the people which they 
made 2 years ago? 

The answer is strongly and emphati
cally "No." The over-all increase in the 
cost of living is now 40 percent higher 
than it was 2 years ago, and in the case 
of foodstuffs, it is from 60 to lOJ percent 
higher than it was 2 years ago. 

Yes, lest we forget-let me show you 
an advertisement which appeared in the 
Chicago Sun of February 18, 1£46, signed 
by the National Association of Manufac
turers, in which they say "You don't want 
your savings to melt away! Or the value 
of your life insurance to dwindle!" I 
wonder what the people think today as to 
whether or not there has been a dwin
dling in their savings and in the value of 
their life insurance. 

Here is another advertisement, one of 
these big paid ads by the National Asso
ciation of Manufacturers. which · ap
peared in the Washington Post of April 
18, 1946, "Paging Mr. Bowles." I wonder 
if now they would put an advertisement 
in paging Mr. Bowles, who at that time 
said that the removal of price controls 
would sharply increase the cost of living. 

Here is another advertisement on "Why 
legitimate packers cannot buy cattle," 
signed by the American Meat Institute 
of Chicago. Here is what they say: 

Only removal of OP A pricing and related 
regulations, including subsidies, will put 
cattle and beef back into normal channels
from the farm to the table- at fair , competi
tive prices for all. 

I wonder what the people think now as 
they look back, about the increase in the 
cost of living, particularly the price of 
meat, which has gone up nearly 100 per
cent. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have only a 
couple of minutes left. If the gentleman 
will yield me some of his time. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield the gen
tleman two additional minutes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman 
talks about 2 years ago. My memory 
goes back to 2 years ago. I would like to 
ask the gentleman if he does not re
member when they were serving horse 
meat in the hospitals in Boston and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts protested 
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and asked that something be done about 
it; that these laws under which we were 
operating, which were done away with 
by a Democratic Congress and a Demo
cratic President, were producing this 
shortage of meat. Are they still using 
horse meat in the hospitals? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle
man admit that the over-all increase in 
the cost of living has gone up over 40 
percent in the past 2 years? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Well, the gen
tleman has not answered my question. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Are prices lower 
now than they were 2 years ago? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes, speaking 
of blackmarket prices that the American 
people had to pay 2 years ago to get the 
food and the goods they wanted. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh, my, my! I 
cannot imagine·-_-

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Are they still 
eating horse meat iiJ the hospitals in 
Boston? 

Mr. McCORMACK.. The gentleman 
cannot_ outtalk me. He can.. outtalk 
others but he cannot outtalk me. The 
greatest brain of the. Republican Earty, 
the gentleman from Ohio lMr. BROWN], 
admits now r.hat prices are lower than 
they were 2 years ago. Well, every 
housewife is an expert economist on the 
fact that the cost of living has gone up 
puceptibly. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will you 
answer the question that I asked you? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not want to 
say anything other than nice things 
about my friend. Personally, when I 
am down here talking, I talk about his. 
party a.nd my party, but the gentleman 
knows I have such an affection for him 
that if we must have a Republican from 
his district again, I hope it is the gentle
man from Ohio. Of course, we prefer 
a Democrat, but if we must have a Re
publican, I want him. 

Here is another full-page ad in the 
New York Times of July 3, 1946, by the 
National .c"...ssociation of Manufacturers, 
in this campaign of 2 years ago, whipping 
up the public against these controls. 
This advertisement promises: 

If OPA is permanently discontinued, the 
production of goods will mount rapidly and, 
through free competition, prices will quickly 
adjust themselves to levels that consumers 
are willing to pay. • • • 

Then , as production gets rolling again, 
supply will catch up with demand * • • 
prices will be fair and reasonable to 
all • • * quality will be improved • • • 
black market s will disappear * * • and 
America will enter the period of prosperity 
that everyone bas been hoping for. 

I have here another full-page ad of 
the National Association of Manufac
turers from the Washington Post of May 
4, 1946, with a caption in 2-inch block 
letters, "Would you like some butter or a 
roast of beef?" The ad then goes on to 
suggest this answer: 

Remove price controls on manufactured 
goods, an d production will step up fast . 
Goods will then pour into the market and, 
within a reasonable time, prices will adjust 
themselves naturally and competitively, as 
they always have, in line with the real worth 
of things. This is the way you can get the 
goods you want at prices you can afford to 
pay. Write your Congressman your vi<!ws 
today. 

The NAM, and the other high-pressure 
groups, did not limit their endeavors to 
stimulating correspondence against 
OPA. They carried their fight for im
mediate end of price controls directly 
to the congressional committees. 

Mr. Robert Wason, president, National 
Association of Manufacturers, told the 
House Committee on Banking and Cur
rency on March 18, 1946: 

Remove price controls on manufactured 
goods, and production will step up fast . 
Goods will then pour into the markets and, 
within a reasonable time, prices will adjust 
themselves naturally, as they always have, 
in line with the real worth of things. Com
petition bas never failed to produce this 
result. * • * 

Prices are fixed by competition in free 
markets, not by the money supply. And 
what is this competition in free markets? 

It is the effort of every manufacturer ·to 
meet the wisbe~ of the American housewife, 
the effort to give her what she wants, at a 
price she thinks is fair. That is real price 
controL 

Price control by the American housewife: 
This ls · the kind of price control that as
sures that the right thingS' get made in the 
right quantities. 
· Price control by the American housewife: 
This is the kind of price control that as
sures maximum production, jobs, and pros
perity for all. 

Price control by the American housewife: 
This is the l~ind of price control that has 
made America great, and the only kind.that 
can keep America great. 

In a radio address -on Februa"ry 26, 
1946, this same gentleman assured the 
American people: 

Historically we have never gotten run-away 
prices on a rtsing production. * * • 

Prices should be returned to American 
housewives. 

The ceilings the housewife sets, everyone 
in industry and agriculture must oet. * * • 

Stripped of all economic prattle, what we 
are contending for, therefore, is that you, 
and not the OPA, should be putting the 
ceiling prices on the things you want. 

Another spokesman from the joint 
h igh command of big business and the 
Republican Party, Mr. J. Howard Pew, 
president of Sun Oil Co., testified before 
the House Committee on Banking and 
Currency on April 4, 1946: 
Pr~ce increases will stimulate increased 

production, which quickly will bring 'prices 
back into balance. If prices go up too fast, 
consumer resistance will check them. 

Mr. Speaker, what has actually haP
pened? Since April 1, 1946, the price 
of crude oil at the wells in the United 
States has gone up from $1.20 a barrel 
to $2.65. 

Many other assurances of the good 
faith of industry in keeping prices down, 
and promises not to charge all that 
the traffic would bear, were then made. 

On March 3, 1946, Herbert U. Nelson, 
executive vice president of the National 
Association of Real Estf:,te Boards, said: 

We've got a gang in power who thinks 
solely of the consumer, and usually in 
terms of protecting him. 

On March 28, 1946, Nelson said that if 
Wyatt's veteran-housing program were 
dropped, the home-building industry 
would-
produce a home, not a fox hole; a house you 
can afford, not a remodeled barracks. 

According to the R::tltimore Sun of 
September 11, 1946, Mr. Ira Mosher, of 
the NAM-chairman of the board of 
NAM-said: 

We have quite completely failed in con-
vincing the public that our aims are for its 
good as well as for ours . 

The doubts of the people about the 
NAM aims now have been amply ciari
fied and fully justifl.ed. 

AI Guckenberger, e~~ecutive .ser.retary, 
New York State Pood Merchants Asso
ciation, after OPA price controls were 
lifted, on October 14, 1946, st ated: 

Prices • • • will level off shortly as 
they bad begun to do last August before 
controls were reimposed. 

Arthur Bruce, president National 
Lumber Manufacturers Association, in 
testimony before a congressional com
mittee; said: 

I am personally of the opinion that we 
would be better off if the Office of Price Ad
ministration were to die a natural death 
June 30. 

Need I remind the H1.use that lumber 
in July 1947 had swept upwarn 73.4 per
cent over the 1945-price control-av
erage? When Mr .... .huce said we would 
be better off it is quite clear the "we" did 
n'Jt include the homeless veten.:n. 

Mr. Richard Colgan, executive vice 
president, National Lumber Manufac
turers Association, in congressional tes
timony urged: 

I think the flow of [lumber) production 
would be so great so soon that there would 
be a competitive price on the m~rket. 

Yet a year and a half later we find Mr. 
Colgan's "ccmpetitive price" two and 
one-half times the 1939 '-'.verage. 

On February 3, 1946, Mr. John E. Jae
ger, president of the National Associa
tion of Retail Grocers, told the Ameri
can Wholesale Grocers Association: 

We [retail grocers) feel that the time has 
arrived when * * * action must be 
taken * • to prevent renewal of the 
Price Control Act * • • 1 Competition) 
will • • benefit the consumer by m ak
ing available am ph food at reasonable prices. 

On July 9, 1946, Robert R. Wason, r:-es
ident of the NAM, said: 

If OP A is finally dead, women • • • 
will now use the canned meats and other 
goods they have on their shelves to see them 
through any temporary period of price rises. 

Also said: 
If OPA is eliminated entirely, prices of 

automobiles may be expected to reach nor
mal within 6 months, while rents might take 
at least a year. 

The business and financial editorial 
writers were advance scouts in the battle 
to wipe out OPA. 

The Wall Street Journal, one of the 
principal mouthpieces for big business 
and high finance, started as early as 1945 
for outright repeal of OPA, and carried 
on its campaign to its successful conclu
sion. 

On September 24, 1945, an editc;>rial 
stated: 

This newspaper does not believe that the 
lifting of price controls will be followed by 
any horizontal price rise. 



1948 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9769 
A month earlier the Journal editorial

ized on August 29, 1945: 
So we think the choice must be to get rid 

of price control and to make a beginning on 
that riddance by throwing out the formulas. 

On December 14, 1945, the Journal re
stated its opposition in terms remarkably 
similar to the slogans of the National 
Association of Manufacturers: 

As we have said and repeat, the immediate 
removal of Government control from both 
prices and wages is the only practical way out 
of this dangerous impasse. Their remov(Ll 
would unquestionably mean temporarily 
high prices for many varieties of goods but 
temporarily only, for there is no more effec
tive price regulation than production in 
volume. 

On January 9, 1946, an editorial of the 
Wall Street Journal suggests that man
ufacturers would have a moral respon
sibility that has been found so deficient in 
actual practice: 

Industries and trade cannot evade price 
responsibility when they escape the clutches 
of OPA, whether that happens 6 months too 
soon or 6 months too late. (Our own belief 
is that the ceiling prices have already sur
vived too long.) 

On January 31, 1946, the Journal an
nounced its unequivocal opposition to all 
attempts to retain modified price con
trols: 

It is to be hoped that no modification of 
the price-control law, which its misguided 
friends may offer, will persuade Congress to 
extend its life. A much better alternative 
would be to make an end of it at once. 

Ralph Robey, writing in Newsweek of 
April 29, 1946, said: 

Let's put an -end to the OPA and get rid 
once and for all of the creeping inflation 
which is certain to continue so long as the 
OPA remains in existence. 

There certainly is nothing creeping 
about the racing inflation of today
more than 2 years after Mr. Robey of
fered his advice. 

Nor could even the academic world re·· 
main detached from the anti-OPA fray 
of 1946. The following prize piece of 
price nonsense is taken from an article in 
the Consumer and Financial Chronicle of 
March 21, 1946, by Mr. Harley L. Lutz, 
professor of public finance, Princeton 
University: 

The most effective remedy for high prices 
is high prices, when they are established in a 
free and open market. 

Republican Members of Congress 
echoed these views of business leaders 
over countless pages of tl;le CONGRES
SWNAL RECORD. It WOUld be Unfair for 
me to select any one, or even a few, of 
my Republican friends for quotation 
without giving proper credit to them all 
for the demise of price controls. Perhaps 
the best proof of the truth of my ob
servation is the following statement from 
an address by a ranking Republican 
Member of the other body on February 
f , 19{8-only a few months ago-before 

~ the Middle Atlantic Lumbermen's Asso
ciation: 

I do not need to remind the membership 
of this association that it was the Republican 
leadership in the Senate and the House that 
was responsible for ending OPA, so that we 
could once more get our production machin
ery in to gear. 

Mr. Speaker, in direct contrast have 
been the solemn and prophetic pleas of 
President Truman that the Congress take 
the required steps to protect the people 
from inflation. In his state of the Union 
message of January 21, 1946, the Presi
dent warned: 

Today inflation is our greatest immediate 
domestic problem. • • • If we expect to 
maintain a steady economy we shall have to 
maintain price and rent control for many 
months to come. 

In an extraordinary appeal to the Sen
ate on May 23, 1946, President Truman 
again urged: 

I earnestly repeat my earlier request that 
the Congress quickly re-enact the stabiliza
tion laws without amendments that would 
jeopardize economic stability. 

After trying diligently to administer a 
basically defective statute, the President 
finally took the only course. In his 
statement on wage and price control on 
November 9, 1S46, he said: 

There is no virtue in control for control's 
sake. When it becomes apparent that con
trols are not furthering the purposes of the 
stabilization laws but would, on the contrary, 
tend to defeat these purposes, it becomes the 
duty of the Government to drop the con
trols. • • • 

The real basis of our difficulty is the un
workable price control law which the Con
gress gave us to administer. 

A few months later, President Truman 
again warned of the dangers of exorbi
tant prices in an address before the As
sociated Press annual luncheon, in New 
York, on April 21, 1947: 

There are some who say that prices are 
not too high, so long as buying stays at high 
levels. 

From the human standpoint, I reject this 
argument. It provides no answer to those 
living on fixed incomes such as teachers, 
civil servants, and widows. 

There is one sure formula for bringing on 
a recession or depression. That is to main
tain excessively high prices. Buying stops; 
production drops; unemployment sets in; 
prices collapse; profits vanish; businessmen 
fail . 

·Maintaining his watchful eye over the 
Nation's economy, the President called 
Congress back into special session and 
on November 17, 1947, presented a nine
point program to halt rising prices with 
the following reminder of what failure 
to act might mean: 

If we neglect our economic 1lls at home, 
if we fail to halt the march of inflation, we 
may bring on a depression from which our 
economic system, as we know it, might not 
recover. 

When the Republican Congress failed 
to respond to the urgency of the times, 
the President :....gain appealed for action 
in his state of the Union message on Jan
uary 7, 1948: 

High prices must not be our means of 
rationing. 

We must deal effectively and at once with 
the high cost of living. 

We must stop the spiral of inflation. 
I trust that within the shortest possible 

time the Congress wm make available to the 
Government the weapons that are so des
perately needed in the fight against inflation. 

Speaking in the inte~ests of the people, 
Presfdent Truman-when the Republi
can Congress again refused to heed his 

warning by adjourning without taking 
action to halt skyrocketing prices
again fulfilled his constitutional duty by 
summoning the Congress into special 
session. He patiently and earnestly and 
modestly reminded us last week how 
right he has been all along on this vital 
problem. The President said: 

There ar..: still some people who repeat the 
old argument which was used by those who 
killed price control 2 years ago. They said 
that if we would only take controls off, pro
duction would increase, prices would go · 
down, and there would be more for every
body at a lower cost. 

The record shows unmistakably that this 
argument was false. • • • 

Positive action by this Government is long 
overdue. It must be taken now. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a summary of the 
record on price control and the present 
soaring cost of living. Responsibility is 
clear-not only with regard to the pre
mature end of OPA, but also for the fail
ure now to correct that original mistake 
by giving the American people the relief 
from high prices which they so sorelY 
need, and which their President has 
sought for them. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
for the purpose of discussing the resolu
tion which is before us, I yield the bal
ance of my time to the gentleman from 
Indiana. fMr. HALLECK], the majority 
leader. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Indiana is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I assure 
the House that I am not going to use 20 
minutes. After all, my friend the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc
CoRMACK] is just engaging in a lot of 
shadow-boxing in which he likes to .in
dulge and which we always enjoy. 

The gentleman referred with some 
vigor to the suspension of representative 
government. I might ~ay to him that I 
saw representative government sus
pended here for 14 years, under the New 
Deal. In that era measures were sent up 
here by the Executive and given approval 
when they were not yet even in print. 
It was under the New Deal that we had · 
suspension of representative government. 
The people of this country now have a 
Congress that is responsive to their will, 
a Congress that really represents them 
and is subservient to no one ·man or 
group of individuals. The people are 
glad they have such a Congress. They 
are very happy that it is a Republican 
Congress. We have restored represent
ative government in the United States. 
In the course of his remarks the gentle
man undertook to upbraid the majority 
leadership for calling up a cert ain num
ber of measures under suspension of the 
rules in the closing days of the last ses
sion. I would remind the gentleman 
that the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD discloses 
that I asked the minority leader, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] about 
the adoption of that particular resolu
tion, and indicated to the gentleman 
from Texas that I was going to ask unan
imous consent for its adoption. He sug
gested to me that I tell him as nearly as 
I could what measures we had in mind to 
call up under suspension of the rules or 
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might possibly be called up in that man
ner. I went to the minority leader's 
office and I gave him that list. When I 
subsequently asked unanimous consent 
for the adoption of the resolution, the 
gentleman from Texas reserved the right 
to obj ect and said-and it is in the REc
ORD of June 17, page 8634: 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, the gentleman from Indiana 
was good enough this morning to state to me 
generally, and I think rather fully, the bills 
that the Speaker would in all probability 
recognize for suspension. They are all agree
able to me except one. Since the action of 
the Committee on Banking and Currency 
this morning, and the high-handed manner 
in which that committee acted in not allow
ing a Member of the minority, as I under
stand, to even make a motion or say anything, 
I could not agree to this request, if it in
volves a bill of the far-reaching significance 
as the so-called housing bill. 

If that is to come · in the lis t I shall be 
constrained to object, and if I did not there 
would be another who would. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me it comes 
with poor grace to complain of action 
that was taken under suspension of the 
rules when the minority leader was in
formed in respect to every one of them 
and he had said for the RECORD that they 
were all agreeable to him insofar us call
ing them up under suspension was con
cerned, except one. 

Furthermore, the present session is 
supposed to be an extraordinary sessi'Jn 
of Congress. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes; I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SABATH. Is it not a fact thr..~ 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAY
BURN J objected because the gentleman 
brought in a rule that would kill and 
did kill the Taft-Ellender-Wagner hous
ing bill' and substitute for it a fraudulent 
housing bill? 

Mr. HALLECK. I read the RECORD as 
to why the gentleman from Texas ob
jected and certainly the gentleman can 
understand it as well as I. There was 
nothing in the list of bills which was 
just read by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts that led him to object. 

Whether or not the majority of the 
Members of this body are going to vote 
for the adoption of this resolution I do 
not know, but I think they will. As a 
matter of fact, there is nothing new in 
this procedure. I read the RECORD be
fore. I hesitate to take the time of the 
Members to read it again, except that 
there has been such an attempt to arouse 
a lot of excitement here that I feel I 
should make further reference to it. 

The gentleman from New York, Mr. 
O'Connor, was chairman of the Rules 
Committee in 1938 and presented this 
same kind of resolution for adoption on 
that occasion and there was not even 
a record vote. The now Speaker of the 
House, the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. MARTIN] raised some question 
about it. 

Mr. O'Connor said: 
Mr. Speaker, this is the usual resolution 

brought in toward the close of a session. 
Its purpose is to expedite the business of 
the House. It provides that suspensions 

shall be in order on any day ii~st ead of on 
the first and third M::mdays and during the 
last 6 days of a session. 

All during a session bills are called 
under suspension, as the. established rules 
of the House provide. 

Some question was raised as to whether 
or not the Republicans had ever followed 
this procedure. The gentleman from 
New York, Mr. O'Connor, said: 

The Republican Party took the same course 
we are taking today. I served with the gen
tleman on the Rules Commi!,t ee and the 
gentleman may trace back the histur.v of this 
Congress for many years and I d,~ ubt if there 
can be found a year in which qn identical 
rule was not brought in. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I ShflUld like to con
clude my statement. 

As I say, I do not know why there 
should be all this excitement over this 
proposal to expedite the business of Con
gress. Even the President himself said 
that we could do all that was needed 
to be done in 15 days. That makes this 
kind of resolution all the more neces
sary . I do not, however, see why it was 
that Jt was not until a full week after 
we had been called into session that any 
of the President's advisers came up to 
tell us about the particular bills the Presi- · 
dent wanted. He called this an emer
gency situation. The President said 
this was an emergency situation. If 
that be true, then certainly there is 
more reason for the adoption of this 
resolution in this kind of session than 
there would be in a regular session. 
Why then is the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. MONRONEY] complaining 
about the committee's not hearing a lot 
of witnesses he said they should hear? 
What does he w.mt-a filibuster in his 
own committee against le~islation deal
ing with prices? It would seem that he 
does. I can hardly believe that, how
ever. In any event, you could not hear 
all of those witnesses and get through in 
the 15 days that the President said 
ought to be time enough to do all that he 
thought needed to be done. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say one thing 
further. There has been talk here about 
important bills being called up under 
suspension of the rules. Why, one of 
the bills that raised inquiry in 1938 when 
this type of resolution came up was the 
SC'· ·called reorganization bill-the same 
reorganization bill that stirred this coun
try to its very foundations, a reorganiza
tion bill which was subsequently de
feated by a then Democratic Congress. 
At that time the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MARTIN] pointed out that 
resolutions of this sort generally came 
at the end of a session. And he said he 
would like to know if the session was 
going to last 2 days, 2 weeks, or 2 
months. The then Democratic majority 
leadership would not even tell him that 
much. So do not get so excited about 
it. It is the same old story. As long 
as you are on the "giving out end," you 
kind of enjoy it, but when you get to 
the point where the same procedures you 
followed all through the years are in
voked by the · Republican majorit~ in 

order to try to br ing about expeditious 
consideration of the matters before us, 
you cry out until you can b' hea rd clear 
across the country. I do not think any 
one will be very much impressed. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been talk about 
the price-control measure and st ate
ments to the effect that it is contem
plated it will be brought up under suspen
sion of the rules. Now, I do not know at 
this moment what is going to be brought 
up under suspension. Even if this resolu
tion is adopted, the price-control matter 
could be brought up under a rule. When 
we came here at the opening of the last 
session and Mr. Truman came up here 
with that long program of his, I made 
the statement then-and I never heard 
anyone displ!te it since-that if you 
wrapped them all up in one package and 
sent it down to the White House there 
would not be 25 Democratic votes to send 
it there and what is more, if we did send 
it down there the President would prob
ably veto it. I do not know whether you 
gentlemen on the other side of the aisle 
would have courage enough to try to 
bring OP A back under a motion to re
commit or not. I have heard you talk 
about it, but, if I understand the senti
ment that exists, you would not have 
enough votes for that sort of a police
state proposal to make a corporal's guard. 
Why then all this shadow-boxing? 

We Republicans said that we were not 
for the police-state m(·thod that the 
President himself decried at one time. 
That is where we stand. We make no 
apology for it, and we need make none. 
The people overwhelmingly approve our 
position. 

The committee is holding hearings on 
these matters that have been stated to 
us to be most important. I have con
fidence in the committees and, beyond 
that, I have confidence in the ultimate 
judgment of the Congress of the United 
States as to what ought to be done. You 
can talk all you want about the merits 
of these various proposals and you can 
talk about how debate will be limited. 
The fact is that the debate has been 
raging for days, weeks, and months in 
the Congress, in the press, and over the 
radio. Everyone has been talking about 
it. . 

When we decide what needs to be done 
within the contemplation of the necessi
ties of this special session, the measures 
will be brought out here and you will all 
get a chance to vote on them. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I was called from the 
room while the able gentleman from 
Massachusetts was delivering his keynote 
speech for the opposition. Did he call 
attention to the fact that when we had 
price control it was impossible to buy 
meat, potatoes, eggs, butter, shirts-in 
fact everything? You could not buy any
thing and people were queueing up in line 
all over the country trying to get food 
and buy enough to keep body and soul 
together. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman neg
lected also to point out that it was the 
President himself who took off the Oi~A 
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controls just before the last election. He 
took them off in the face of an aroused 
electorate. But I am not going to get into 
a debate about tne merits of the various 
things that have been and may be pro
posed. This is not the time nor the place 
for it. I might point out that when some 
of these statements were made, and some 
people thought that prices would be drop
ping, it was expected that national de
fense would cost from three to five bil
lion dollars a year. Now it is costing 
$14,000,000,000 a year, with the resulting 
impact that such expenditures has on our 
national economy. I do not think it was 
in contemplation that we would be en
gaging in various aid programs running 
into billions and billions and billions of 
dollars, involving the export of tremen
dous quantities of goods of all kinds in 
this country, having, as that has, its im
pact upon our whole economy. As I say, 
one could go on at great length arguing 
these issues, but this is not the time for it. 

This resolution is in order; it is prop
erly here; it follows time-honored prac
tices in the House o:f Representatives , and 
after the gentlemen on the other side 
have had their opportunity to try and 
make another political speech to the 
country, and get a chance to vote, the 
smoke will all clear away and we will go 
on to accomplish the best that we can in 
the best interest of the country. What
ever we bring in here you can be pretty 
sure there will be a lot of votes on the 
other side of the aisle for it. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman is the 
majority leader, and he is being credited 
with being the real leader of the Repub
lican Party, of course. He states that 
he does not know what legislation will 
be considered. Now, I presume that is 
due to his modesty. Can he tell us 
whether he will brin_g in that legislation 
that will bring about a reduction in the 
high cost of living? 

Mr. HALLECK. I might say to the 
gentleman from Illinois, for his enlight
enment, that there are 245 Republican 
Members. There is no one man, no two 
or three men, who run the affairs of the 
Republican Party in the House of Rep
resentatives. We have Members on tho 
legislative committees, and they are able 
men and women, who are doing a good 
job in the interest of the country. They 
have a voice, an important voice, in what 
is done. It is not up to me to dictate 
to them what they should do, and I am 
quite sure the Speaker would fully agree 
with me in that respect, because that is 
the way we operate. There is no dicta
torship over here. We get together, we 
talk things over, and then we decide 
what to do, and generally we go ahead 
and do it. · 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the reso
lution. 

The previous quebtion was ordered. 
The SP~AKER. The question is on the 

resolution. 
The question was taken, and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes seemed 
to have it. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred and 
ninety-four Members are present, not a 
quorum. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 216, nays 122, not voting 91, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 128] 
YEA8-216 

Abernethy Gamble Merrow 
Allen, Calif. Gavin Meyer 
Andersen, Gearhart Michener 

H. Carl Gillette Miller, Md. 
Anderson, Calif. Gillie Mlller, Nebr. 
Andresen, Goff Mitchell 

August H. Goodwln Muhlenberg 
Angell Graham Mundt 
Arends Grant, Ind. Murray, Wis. 
Arnold Grifll.ths Nicholson 
Auchincloss Gross Nixon 
Bakewell Gwinn, N.Y. Norblad 
Banta Gwynne, Iowa O'Hara 
Barrett Hagen Patterson 
Bates, Mass. Hale Phillips, Calif. 
Beall Hall, · Potter 
Bender Edwin Arthur Potts 
Bennett, Mich. Hall, Poulson 

. Bennett, Mo. Leonard W. Ramey 
Bishop Halleck Rankin 
Blackney Hand Reed, TIL 
Boggs, Del. Harness, Ind. Reed, N. Y. 
Bradley Harvey Rees 
Bramblett Hebert Reeves 
Brehm Herter Rich 
Brophy Heselton Riehlman 
Brown, Ohio Hill Rivers 
Buck Hinshaw Robertson 
Buffett Hoeven Rockwell 
Burke Holmes Rogers, Mass. 
Busbey Hope Rohrbough 
Butler Horan Ross 
Byrnes, Wis. Hull Russell 
Carson Jenison Sadlak 
Case, N. J. Jenkins, Ohio Sanborn 
Case, S.Dak. Johnson, Calif. Sarbacher 
Chadwick Johnson, Til. Schwabe, Mo. 
Chenoweth Jones, Wash. Schwabe, Okla. 
Chiperfield Jonkman Scott, Hardie 
Church Judd Scott, 
Olason Kearney Hugh D., Jr. 
Clevenger Kearns Scrivner 
Coffin Keating Seely-Brown 
Cole, Kans. Keefe Simpson, Ill. 
Cole, Mo. Kersten, Wis. Simpson, Pa. 
Colmer Kilburn Smith, Kans. 
Corbett Knutson Smith, Maine 
Cotton Kunkel Smith, Ohio 
Coudert Landis Smith. Wis. 
Cox Larcade Snyder 
Crawford Latham Stefan 
Crow LeCompte Stevenson 
Cunningham LeFevre Stockman 
Curtis Lemke Stratton 
Dague Lewis, Ky. Sundstrom 
Davis, Ga. Lewis, Ohio Taber 
Davis, Wis. Lichtenwalter Talle 
Dawson, Utah Love Tibbott 
Devitt McConnell Tollefson 
D'Ewart McCowen Towe 
Do Ill ver McCulloch Twyman 
Dondero McDonough Van Zandt 
Ellis McDowell Vorys 
Ellsworth McGarvey Vursell 
Elsaesser McGregor Wadsworth 
Elston McMahon Weichel 
Engel, Mich. McMillen, Ill. Whittington 
Fellows Mack Wigglesworth 
Fisher Macy Williams 
Fletcher Maloney Wilson, Tex. 
Foote Manasco Wolcott 
Fuller Martin, Iowa Wolverton 
Fulton Mason Woodru1f 
Gallagher Mathews 

Albert 
Allen, La. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Battle 
Beckworth 
Bell 
Blatnik 

NAYS-122 
Boggs, La. 
Boy kin 
Brooks 
Brown, Ga. 
Bryson 
Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 

Burleson 
Byrne, N.Y. 
Camp 
Carroll 
Chelf 
Combs 
Cravens 

Crosser Jones, Ala. Pace 
Deane Jones, N.C. Passman 
Delaney Karsten, Mo. Patman 
Dlngell Kee Peden 
Donohue Kelley Peterson 
Doughton Kennedy Philbln 
Douglas Kilday Pickett 
Durham King Poage 
Eberharter Kirwan Preston 
Engle, Calif. Klein Price, Fla. 
Feighan Lane Price, Ill. 
Fogarty Lanham Rains 
Folger Lea Rayburn 
Forand Lesinski Redden 
Gordon Lodge Rogers, Fla. 
Gorski Lusk Rooney 
Gossett Lynch Sabath 
Granger McCormack Sadowski 
Grant, Ala. McMillan, S . C. Sheppard 
Gregory Madden Sikes 
Hardy Mahon Smathers 
Harless, Ariz. Mansfield Smith, Va. 
Harris Marcantonio Somers 
Harrison M1ller, Calif. Spence 
Hart Miller, Conn. Teague 
Havenner Mills Thompson 
Hays Monroney Vinson 
Hedrick Morgan Walter 
Hobbs Morris Welch 
Hol!field Morrison Wheeler 
Huber Multer Whitten 
Jackson, Wash. Murdock Winstead 
Jarman O'Brien Worley 
Johnson, Okla. O'Toole 

NOT VOTING-91 

Abbitt 
Allen, Ill. 
Andrews, N. Y. 
Barden 
Bates, Ky. 
Bland 
Bloom 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Buckley 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Celler 
Chapman 
Clark 
Clippinger 
Cole,N. Y. 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dirksen 
Domengeaux 
Dorn 
Eaton 
Elliott 
Evins 
Fallon 
Fenton 
Fernandez 

Flannagan 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gore 
Hartley 
H~ernan 
Hendricks 
Bess 
Hoffman 
Isacson 
Jackson, Calif. 
Javlts 
Jenkins, Pa. 
Jennings 
Jensen 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kean 
Kefauver 
Keogh 
Kerr 
Lucas 
Ludlow 
Lyle 
MacKinnon 
Meade, Ky. 
Meade, Md . . 
Morton 
Murray, Tenn. 
Nodar 
Norrell 

Norton 
O'Konski 
Pfeifer 
Phillips, Tenn . 
Ploeser 
Plumley 
Powell 
Priest 
Regan 
Richards 
Riley 
Rizley 
St. Geqrge 
Sasscer 
Scobllck 
Shafer 
Short 
Stanley 
Stigler 
Taylor 
Thomas, N. J . 
Thomas, Tex. 
Trimble 
Vail 
West · 
Whitaker 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wood 
Youngblood 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk anounced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote : 
Mr. Thomas of New Jersey for, with Mr. 

Stigler against. 
Mr. Shafer for , with Mr. Gary agalnst. 
Mr. Clippinger for, with Mr. Dawson of 

Illinois against . 
Mr. Kean for, with Mr. Keogh against. 
Mr. Cole of New York for, with Mrs. Norton 

against. · 
Mr. Eaton for, with Mr. Celler against. 
Mr. Fenton for, with Mr. Fallon against. 
Mr. Nodar for, with Mr. Kefauver aga inst. 
Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. He1fernan against. 
Mr. Short for, with Mr. Garmatz against. 
Mr. Scoblick for, with Mr. Priest against. 
Mrs. St. George for, with Mr. Pfeifer 

against. 
Mr. Hartley for, with Mr. Cooley against. 
Mr. Andrews of New York for, with Mr. 

Powell agalnst. 
Mr. Allen of Illinois for, with Mr. Sasscer 

against. 
Mrs. !Bolton for, with Mr. Cooper against. 
Mr. Ploeser for , with Mr·. Gore against. 
Mr. Hess for, with Mr. Trimble against. 
Mr. Jackson of California for, with Mr. 

Bloom against. 
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Mr. Jenkins of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Buckley against. 
Mr. Plumley for, with Mr. Isacson aga inst. 
Mr. Gathings for, with Mr. Chapman 

against . . 
Mr. Vail for, with Mr. Bland against. 

General pairs until further notice: 
Mr. R izley wit h Mr. Bonner. 
Mr . Youn gblood wit h Mr. Abbitt. 
Mr. Wilson of Indiana with Mr. Wood. 
Mr. Mort on wit h Mr. Johnson of Texas. 
Mr. Meade of K en t ucky with Mr. Whitaker. 
Mr. MacKinnon with Mr. Richards. 
Mr. Dirl{sen wit h Mr. Flannagan. 
Mr. Hoffman with Mr. Fernandez. 
Mr. Jennings with Mr. Riley. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON INTER

NATIONAL MONETARY AND FINANCIAL 
PROBLEMS-MESSAGE FROM THE PRES
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 737) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was 
read, and, together with the accompany
ing papers, referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and order.ed to be printed, 
with illustrations: 

To the Congress ot the United States: 
I transmit herewith a report of the 

National Advisory Council on Interna
tional Monetary and Financial Problems 
covering its operations from October 1, 
1947, to March 31, 1948, and describing 
in accordance with section 4 (b) (5) of 
the Bretton Woods Agreements Act, the 
participation of the United States in the 
International Monetary Fund and the 
International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development for the above period. 

Previous reports of the National Ad
visory Council were transmitted to the 
Congress on March 1, 1946, March 8,1946, 
January 13, 1947, June 26, 1947, January 
20, 1948, and May 18, 1948, respectively. 
-In addition to the Flrst Special Report 
on the Operations and Policies of the In
ternational Monetary Fund and the In
ternational Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, submitted on May 18, 1948, 
previous reports on the participation of 
the United States in the International 

. Monetary Fund· and the International 
Bank were· included in the reports of 
January 13, 1947, June 26, 1947, and Jan
uary 20, 1948, respectively. 

HARRY S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE HousE, August 3, 1948. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DONOHUE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a statement in sup
port of the tax bill he introduced this 
morning. 

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL (at the re
quest of Mr. KEATING) was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. KEATING asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 

RECORD regarding a bill he introduced 
today to amend the Displaced Persons 
Act of 1948. 

Mr. McMAHON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a communication 
from a civic association. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
on tomorrow, at the conclusion of the 
legislative program of the day and fol
lowing any special orders heretofore 
entered, I may be permitted to address 
the House for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

rrhere was no objection. 
HOUSING 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir
ginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, the exist

ence of a critical housing shortage 
throughout our Nation is well known to 
each of us. I have been deeply concerned 
about the failure of the House to give 
consideration to this matter. 

Early in June I called attention to the 
urgency of the need and it was generally 
understood then that the committee 
would report to the House a comprehen
sive housing bill. Subsequent develop
ments are well known. A so-called hous
ing bill was presented, but in a form 
which miserably failed to constructively 
appl'oach the problem and in a manner 
which prevented any amendments to 
broaden it or improve it. 

There is a pressing need for perma
nent extension of title VI of the National 
Housing Act and for a better secondary 
mortgage market. However, there is 
wide divergence of opinion concerning 
the propriety of Federal assistance in 
connection with slum clearance and sub
sidized housing for low-income families. 
While the elimination of slums and de
cent housing for American families are 
clearlr matters of public interest, the 
opponents of public housing point to the 
fact that new construction is now pro
ceeding at a rate which fully utilizes our 
production of building supplies. 

It has long been my feeling that the 
entire House membership should be given 
an opportunity to participate in and lis
ten to full debate on all the various pro
posals for coping with the housing prob
lem. To keep housing legislation bot
tled up in committee deprives the House 
membership of any opportunity to work 
out constructive legislation which is so 
vitally needed. 

I have today signed the petition to 
discharge the committee from further 
consideration of the matter. I hope that 
a sufficient number of my colleagues will 
join with me to bring this matter to the 
floor so that it may be debated and dis
posed of during the current special ses
sion. 

SOMETHING MUST BE DONE TO PROTECT 
SOCIAL - SECURITY BENEFICIARIES 
FROM THE FIRES OF INFLATION 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the g-entleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the 

President in his message to the joint ses
sion of the Congress on July 27, described 
the people who depend upon the benefits 
being paid under the old age and sur
vivors' insurance system as victims of 
inflation. Truer, more forceful words 
were never spoken. It is ridiculous to 
suggest, yes it is cruel to say that an 
elderly man and his wife can exist on 
the average old-age retirement benefit of 
$39 a month, or that a widow with two 
children can keep body and soul together 
with $49 a month. 0 

Since the present level of benefits was 
set in 1939, we have had this fantastic 
rise in the cost of those basic necessities 
which social-security recipients could 
barely afford even before the price rise. 
Immediately after the delivery of the 
President's message I introduced H. R. 
7044, to increase old age and survivors' 
insurance benefits by approximately 50 
percent and to make certain other non
controversial liberalizing changes in the 
social-security system. 

Mr. Speaker, it can be taken for 
granted that the Republicans in control 
of both Houses of Congress can expect to 
reap the fury of an enraged and un
sympathetic electorate far greater in 
numbers than the 2,000,000 recipients 
now actually receiving benefits under 
the Social Security Act. There can be 
no argument against the President's 
recommendations since everybody knows 
that the present high cost of living ad
mittedly weighs heaviest on those who 
are subsisting on social-security bene
fits and old-age pensions. These people 
are the lowest on our economic scale and 
their need for relief is most pressing, 
since they are in distress and unable 
otherwise to help themselves. 

Indeed, 
0 

the 63,000,000 employed per
sons at the present time doubtless in
cludes a great many people who are eli
gible for social-security retirement bene
fits, but who simply cannot afford to 
leave their job-despite age and poor 
health-under the present inadequate 
benefits and the Republican NAM high 
prices. 

The healthy financial condition of the 
old-age and survivors' insurance fund, 
together with the strengthening provi
sions in the bill I have introduced, clearly 
make possible these adjustments in the 
Social Security Act. Mr. Speaker, al
though this bill was introduced more 
than a week :'tgO, as yet there has not been 
a single meeting of the Committee on 
Ways and Means for the consideration 
of this pressing problem. I am sure that 
the old people of the country, as well as 
those who are now contributing toward 
a more pleasant and secure old age, will 
be justly indignant at the neglect of this 
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Republican Eightieth Congress respon
sible for their minimum welfare. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow, 
following any special orders heretofore 
entered, I may be permitted to address 
the House for 40 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona, and Mr. 
MITCHELL asked and were given per
mission to extend their remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. CROSSER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD on the subject of enforcing peace. 

THE ISSUES OF THE SPE.;CIAL SESSION 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min
nesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, Congress 

has been reconvened in special session 
for the purpose of solving a number of 
important problems which directly atfect 
the people's welfare and America's na
tional security. 

The issues which confront us may be 
classified under the following major 
categories: First, infiation; second, hous
ing; third, labor legislation; fourth, civil 
rights; and, fifth, social welfare. Each 
of these five problems has a direct bear
ing on our economic well-being and on 
the future of democracy. Each of these 
problems was grossly neglected by the 
Eightieth Congress during its two regu
lar sessions. 

It is my hope that Congress will accept 
Its responsibilities to the Nation during 
this special session and take courageous 
and constructive legislative action-ac
tion which is long overdue. 

The record of the Eightieth Congress 
to date has been one of miserable failure 
and broken campaign promises. The Re
publican majority failed the people dur
ing both regular sessions; it failed the 
worker, farmer, small-business man, vet
eran, and consumer. It refused to for
mulate a program of prosperity and se
curity for the people, choosing instead to 
cater to corporate wealth and vested 
interests by adopting class legislation 
and granting tax hand-outs to the 
wealthy. 

The special session now gives to the 
majority party an opportunity to redeem 
itself by doing something constructive 
for a change. I hope that the Republi
can leadership has the wisdom to utilize 
this chance, and I am sure that the 
American people share my views. 

I will use the few minutes at my dis
posal to discuss briefiy each of the big 
issues of the special session, and urge 
what in my opinion seems to be the logical 
course of action to follow. I will begin 
with the question of infiation and the 
need for adequate legislation to control it. 

CHECK INFLATION-PREVENT DEPRESSION 

Mr. Speaker, the present economic sit
uation is dangerous and pregnant with 
economic disaster. There is much un
easiness among the people, and they have 
ample cause for alarm. Ever-rising 
prices, swollen corporate profits, declin
ing mass purchasing power, the increa.se 
in credit buying, and dissipation of war
time savings are the forerunners of de
pression-of another 1929 economic 
catastrophe which will cause untold suf
fering and misery for the people. 

The danger signals of depression are 
all around us, as the Midyear Economic 
Report of the President-July 1948..:..
clearly indicates. Prices are still ris
ing-the cost of living is now 75 percent 
higher than in 1939. Food prices have 
increased 123 percent. Clothing costs 
have doubled. Rents are up 13 percent. 

Corporate profits continue to increase, 
and have now reached the all-time high 
of $30,500,000.000 before taxes and $18,-
600,000,000 after taxes. Consumer pur
cha.sing power has declined, under the 
impact of this infiation, to the point 
where over 25 percent of all families are 
spending more than they earn. Credit 
buying has now reached the record high 
of $14,000,000,000-the people's savings 
of the wa~· years have been dissipated in 
a majority of cases in order to enable 
them to buy the necessities of life. 

This depression-breeding situation is 
a double-edged sword which is wrecking 
our economy. On one hand, infiation is 
reducing the worker's take-home pay, 
squeezing the small-business man, lower
ing the farm parity ratio between money 
received and paid out, and undermining 
the people's living . standards. At the 
same time, the fires of inflation eating at 
vital parts of the Nation's economy are 
paving the way to depression, which will 
mean malnutrition. hunger. unemploy
ment, broken national health, and 
human misery. 

My colleagues on the Republican side 
of the aisle have told us time and again 
that infiation-control legislation is un
necessary. They still repeat that un
sound argument that was used when 
they killed price and rent control. They 
argue that no control means more pro
duction, and this in turn mel'l.ns lower 
prices. 

It is true that more production is the 
eventual and only permanent answer. 
However, the present emphasis · upon 
production is of such a nature that con
trols are necessary. 

American industry should be reorien
tated toward the production of houses, 
cars, refrigerators, radios, schools, high
ways, hospitals, and consumer goods to 
raise living standards and provide secu
rity for our people, instead of being mo
bilized for a world armament race. 

But we are spending over $14,000,000,-
000 a year for national defense, and 
over $6,000,000,000 for foreign economic 
and military aid. In other words, we are 
using over half of the National Budget 
for armament and foreign assistance, 
and three-fourths of the Budget for war 
and the etfects of war. Until we reduce 
our expenditure for armaments and for
eign grants, some infiation-control leg-

islation fs imperative. Otherwise, the 
result will be depression and economic 
collapse. 

The situation requires swift and 
statesmanlike action, and it is later than 
we think. As Marriner S. Eccles, of the 
Federal Reserve Board, told the Senate 
Banking Committee on July 29 of this 
year: 

We certainly are going to have a bust. 
When, I cannot say. You can only moderate 
1t now. 

Congress cannot atford to follow its 
usual do-nothing policy with respec~ to 
this grim threat to our economy. We 
should adopt a complete program of in
fiation-control legislation during this 
session, including legislation to control 
credit, to allocate scarce commodities 
and control prices of such commodities. 
We should pass a genuine rent-control 
law and reimpose the excess-profits tax. 

One or two of these things alone will 
not do the job. We must enact this en
tire program, and any half-way meas
ures will not serve. 

I wish to make my position absolutely 
clear on this question. Intlation has pro
duced enormous corporate profits, but 
has undermined the people's purchasing 
power. This means shrinking markets 
and eventual depression. I have sup
ported price and rent control in the past, 
and today urge anti-infiation legislation 
and the reimposition of the excess-profits 
tax as measures to prevent depression 
and to promote national security. 

ADOPT T-E-W HOUSING BILL 

Housing has become the number one 
social problem in the United States-in 
fact, the situation is today so bad that 
it has become a national disgrace. There 
are still nearly 3,000,000 families in this 
country who are living doubled up with 
friends and relatives; 50 percent of these 
homeless families are veterans' families. 
Two-thirds of all rural dwellings are clas
sified as substandard, and 40 percent of 
all city homes fall into the same category. 

The only solution to this problem is 
the adoption of a constructive and work
able long-range housing bill to remedy 
the present actJte housing shortage and 
meet our long-term housing needs. The 
Taft-Ellender-Wagner housing bill, 
which has been bottled up in commit
tee during the whole life of the Eightieth 
Congress, is a sound measure. More than 
a year ago I signed the discharge peti
tion on this bill which still remains on 
the Speaker's desk, and I call upon the 
House today to bring this measure to the 
floor and pass it during this special 
session. 

REPEAL THE TAFI'-HARTL EY LAW 

The Republican majority could make 
a real contribution to the cause of in
dustrial peace and American democracy 
during this session, if it would lay aside 
its lynch-labor attitude and repeal the 
Taft-Hartley antilabor law. This meas
ure, written and crusaded for by the Na
tional Association of Manufacturers, is 
one of the most vicious · measures ever 
adopted by the Congress of the United 
States. 

The Taft-Hartley Act is contrary to 
American ideals and the principles of 
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our Constitution. It has restricted the 
rights of labor which were earned over 
half a century of struggle-the rights to 
organize, bargain collectively, and strike 
as free men and women. It has opened 
the way to the use of injunctions and the 
National Guard as well as units of the 
Regular Army to break strikes. It has 
served to handcuff the working men and 
women of America in the interests of big 
business, has created labor unrest, caused 
unnecessary strikes, and retarded indus
trial production. 

The Republicans justified the adoption 
of this law on the grounds that it was 
necessary to preserve industrial peace. 
Events have proved that this argument 
was false-a fact that most reasonable 
and unbiased persons recognized during 
the debate in Congress over the Taft
Hartley law. The road to industrial 
peace is to be found, not in · repressive 
antilabor legislation, but in measures 
which eliminate the conditions that 
create labor unrest. 

In the interest of friendly labor-man
agement relations, Congress should 
strike from the statute books the Taft
Hartl.ey law, and direct its efforts toward 
the formulation and adoption of a com
prehensive program to benefit labor. 

We should raise the minimum wage to 
provide at :least 75 cents per hour and 
strengthen the enforcement provisions 
of the Fair Labor Standards Act. We 
should expand and liberalize the provi
sions of the unemployment compensation 
laws to cover all workers, and provide 
payments in the amount of at least $25 
for 26 weeks. We should extend the 
Social Security Act to cover all workers, 
and adopt an adequate pension law to 
give workers security in their old age. 
Congress should adopt a labor-extension 
program of education and strengthen our 
labor conciliation services. 

With respect to my stand on labor 
issues I want to make the record clear. 
The NAM-sponsored Taft-Hartley· law is 
a vicious and un-American measure. I 
opposed it from the beginning and I now 
demand its repeal. I condemn strike
breaking by injunction and the use of the 
National Guard and other Army units in 
labor disputes. Congress can best pro
mote industrial peace bY raising the 
minimum wage, by liberalizing unem
ployment compensation, and by provid
ing economic security to the worker. 

EXTEND CIVIL LIBERTIES AND ENCOURA~E 
DEMOCRACY 

America has a great heritage of free
dom and equality, and the individual 
liberties guaranteed by the Constitution 
are precious American rights. Yet we 
must admit that the American ideal still 
awaits complete realization. As the re
port of the President's Committee on 
Civil Rights points out, millions of Amer
icans are denied the right to vote today, 
minorities are discriminated against with 
respect to employment, education, and 
economic opportunity on account of race, 
color, and religious creed. Racial segre- · 
gation exists in the armed forces and in 
many large cities. Minority groups are 
victims of lynching and other forms of 
mob law. 

Neither can we ignore the fact that 
today efforts are being made to curtail 
civil liberties in America. The House 

has cited 10 prominent Hollywood artists 
for their personal political beliefs rather 
than any overt acts. The eminent 
atomic scientist .. Dr. Edward U. Condon, 
has been slandered and persecuted by 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, as have many other prominent 
Americans. The so-caUed subversive 
activities control bill, which is one of the 
most dangerous measures ever seriously 
considered by Congress, passed the 
House. Only strong public protest has 
prevented its passage in the other body. 

In the name of Americanism, Congress 
should exercise calm judgment in the 
f~ce o( public hysteria, and refuse to be 
stampeded into passing legislation to re
strict civil liberties. In the name of de
mocracy, we-should adopt legislation to 
guarantee full political, economic, and 
social rights to every American. 

My stand is in accord with Thomas 
Jefferson, who said: 

I swear on the altar of God eternal hos
tility to all forms of tyranny over the minds 
of men. 

Congress must reject all legislation 
which curbs civil liberties-Congress 
must extend civil rights by adopting anti
poll-tax, anti-lynching, and FEPC legis
lation during this session. 

SOCIAL LEGISLATION NEEDED 

There is a vast amount of sound social 
legislation pending before the Congress 
which deserves consideration. Millions 
of old folks in America are living under 
conditions of poverty and near starva
tion, and a comprehensive and liberal 
old-age pension law is needed. 

Recent reports show that there are 
10,000,000 illiterates in America, and 
that many children are denied educa
tional opportunities. Passage of ·the 
Taft Federal-aid-to-education bill would 
help correct this situation. 

Two-thirds of our people are not re
ceiving adequate medical care, and the 
Murray-Wagner health-insurance bill 
offers a practical solution to this problem. 
The social-security law should be ex
tended to cover every person in America, 
including the farmer and self-employed. 
Positive action on these and many other 
social problems are long overdue, and 
Congress could contribute much to the 
future welfare of the Nation by placing 
such measures on the agenda. 

These are the issues, Mr. Speaker, 
which now confront the special session 
of the Eightieth Congress. They are 
vital issues which demand constructive 
action. They are issues the Republican 
majority has chosen to dodge and side
step since January of 1947. These issues 
which affect the people's interest must 
not be dodged or ignored any longer. It 
is no longer a question of saving face on 
the part of some political leaders-it is 
a question of prosperity or depression. 
The well-being of our people and the 
health of our economy are at stake. 

It has been said that the special session 
is putting the majority party "on the 
spot'' in that they are faced with the 
dilemma of fulfilling the campaign 
promises in their platform or repudiat
ing them by inaction. Actually, it is the 
bipartisan coalition which is on the 
spot-the coalition which adopted the 
Taft-Hartley law, the Knutson tax law, 

and other reactionary measures during 
the regular session. But the question of 
prosperity or depression is more im
portant than partisan or bipartisan 
politics, and I call upon my colleagues 
in both parties to take action now to 
guarantee prosperity, civil liberties, eco
nomic security, and democracy to all the 
people. 

HOUSING LEGISLATION 

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 
. The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARLEss· of Arizona. Mr. Speak

er, from the press, I observe that since 
.there is at present no housing law in this 
country, this session of Congres·s will 
probably enact the National Housing Act, 
which passed in the closing days of the 
regular session of the House. This bill, 
H. R. 6950, now being considered by '~he 
Senate, is inadequate and insufficient 
to meet the country's housing needs, 
especially in those States which are ex
periencing marked increases in their 
population. 

The housing problem deserves top 
priority in our Congressional agenda. 
If the Federal Government fails to face 
this problem by providing adequate 
housinfi legislation at this time, it is in
cumbent upon the States to pass legisla
tion to encourage the construction of 
houses at a State level. So qesperate is 
the lack of appropriate housing in many 
of our States today the various States 
can no longer wait and hope for action 
by the Federal Government, when Con
gress gives no indication of constructive 
activity. 

In my own State of Arizona, we are 
faced with a very real problem of provid
ing housing for the thousands of veterans 
who have come to our fast-growing State 
to lay the groundwork for their futures. 
! ·sincerely hope that Arizona will enact a 
State housing law which will encourage 
the construction of homes especially for 
veterans and their families. I, for one, 
shaH continue to stress the need of a 
State housing authority backed up by 
laws which will encourage the construc
tion of private homes. If necessary, I 
believe the State should guarantee loans 
in the nat ure of mortgage insurance in a 
similar manner as is provided by the 
Federal Government in the contemplated 
national housing act. 

If the housing problem is to be left 
largely to the initiative of the States, I 
believe it necessary that the Federal Re
serve Board relax its rules and regula
tions in order to facilitate discounting on 
mortgage loans for homes, particularly 
for veterans, thus making it possible for 
the States to carry out their programs. 

I had hoped, but apparently in vain, 
that Congress wou!d tackle the serious 
task of enacting a sound and workable 
law that would guarantee homes for our 
citizens. If we are merely to go through 
the motions of passing· a law which 
merely scratches the surface of the prob
lem, as a last resort before adjourning, 
we must at least take steps to make it 
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possible for the States to take care of the 
problem and supplement the work of the 
Federal Government. I am sincerely 
hopeful that Arizona will take the initia
tive on her housing problem where this 
Congress has left off. For every dollar 
invested by the State in providing houses 
for her residents which are adequate to 
the American standard of living, the re
turns will be multiplied in terms of con
tinued progress, prosperity, and happi
ness. Without decent homes within their 
financial possibilities, Americans cannot 
enjoy nor contribute in a full measure to 
the benefits of our way of life. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WILLIAMS] is recognized for 
40 minutes. 

STATE RIGHTS VERSUS 
TOT ALIT ARIANISM 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, during 
the past few years, it has become highly 
popular for public officials in cer.tain sec

. tions of our country to point the finger 
of scorn at the white people of the South. 

This has become such a politically 
profitable pastime in other secti'ons that 
both major political parties have been 
persuaded to write into their party plat
forms antisouthern planks, and to dedi
cate themselves to the complete destruc
tion of southern economic and social 
institutions. 

We say to them: 
Thou hypocrite, first cast out the beam 

out of thine own eyes, and then shalt thou 
see clearly to cast the mote out of thy 
brother's eye. Matthew 7: 3. 

It is a sad commentary on American 
politics when the Democratic Party
saved from oblivion more than once by 
the South, and led by a · man who owes 
his position to the white people of the 
South-places its best friends on the. 
altar of political expediency. 

The .. South will not-it cannot-go 
along with the vicious platform adopted 
by the National Democratic Convention 
at Philadelphia. We have been betrayed 
in the house of our fathers. We, who 
have been most faithful of all to the 
Democratic Party, felt the indignities of 
the present party's ingratitude, when our 
interests were subordinated to permit the 
adoption of a resolution offered by men 
from States in which not even the jus
tices of the peace are Democrats. 

The National Democratic Party leader
ship has joined the Dewey and Wallace 
crowds, and is playing cheap politics 
with public welfare. 

Both major parties have uncondition
ally surrendered to selfish Negro and 
alien minority groups of the so-called 
doubtful States, and are both screaming 
for passage of legislation which they 
know to be unconstitutional per se, and 
contrary to the best interests of the 
United States. · 

I, of course, have reference to the so
called civil-rights legislation. 

The enactment of any or all of these 
vicious proposals-with which we are all 
familiar-could have no effect other than 
to again fan into flames the expiring 
embers of racial hatred, and to create 
sect ional divisions among our people at 
a time when national unity is synony
mous with national self-preservation. 

Passage of these measures would cut 
the heart from our Constitution. Yet 
they are advocated by many good and 
patriotic Americans. This is not dif
ficult to understand, because those who 
would force this crown of thorns down 
upon the heads of the white people of the 
South have resorted to trickery, deceit, 
and misrepresentation in tt.eir efforts to 
destroy the meaning of the Constitution. 

They have so colored the barbs that 
they would thrust into the :fiesh of con
stitutional government that all who dare 
take issue with their vicarious arguments 
are promptly labeled as demagogues, 
bigots, and race baiters. 

Nothing, of course, could be more alien 
to fact. These arguments were answered 
for all time by the immortal Georgian, 
Henry W. Grady, who said: 

The future holds a problem, in solving 
which the South must stand alone; in deal
ing with which she must come closer to
gether than ambition and despair have driven 
her, and on the outcome of which her very 
existence depends. This probler- is to carry 
within her body politic two separate races, 
and nearly equal in number. 

And further: 
This burden no other people bears today

on none has it ever .rested. Without prec
edent or companionship, the South must 
bear this problem, the awful responsibility 
of which should win the sympathy of all man
kind and the protecting watchfulness of God 
alone, even unto the end. 

Mr. Speaker, these are not merely the 
beautiful words of an idle dreamer. They 
carry'with them the awful significance of 
the burden which has been that of the 
South since the shameful days of recon
struction and will continue to be the 
problem of the South alone. We neither 
need, seek, nor desire assistance; nor do 
we welcome interference which we know 
will only revive old hatreds, and will set 
us back a hundreri years in our progress. 

The greatest of all Negroes, Booker T. 
Washington, pointed out that: 

Brains, property, and character for the 
Negro will settle the question of civil rights. 
The best course to pursue in regards to the 
civil-rights bill in the South is to let it alone. 
Let it alone, and it will settle itself. 

It cannot be denied that the Negro has 
made great progress in the South-per
haps more than any other people in a 
like period of time anYWhere. We of the 
South are proud of these great strides 
which our Negro friends have made. But, 
Mr. Speaker, they have accomplished this 
solely with the aid and understanding of 
the southern white man. Permit me to 
point out that none of their progress has 
been due in any way or to any extent to 
any help or contributions from the crowd 
that today is posing as friends of the Ne
gro by advocating this un-American leg
islation. 

None of this progress was due to the 
NAACP, the Civil Rights Congress, the 
National Negro Congress, or any other of 
these self-styled crusaders. Their only 
love for the Negro is based upon his po
litical value at the moment. 

Apart from the disastrous effects upon 
the South and her people, as well as upon 
the Nation as a whole, the legislative 
monstrosities which make up the so
called civil-rights program are of much 
more and further-reaching consequence. 

Those who agitate for the passage of 
this program speak in glowing platitudes 
of human rights, individual dignity, and 
civil liberties. 

It seems that they never get around to 
paying tribute to the document which 
has, through the years, preserved the dig
nity of the individual, and guaranteed 
human rights and civil liberties to all of 
our citizens-the Constitution of the 
United States. For its preservation the 
blood of thousands-even millions-of 
patriotic American citizens has been 
spilled; yet, by these acts those agitators 
would deny that democratic heritage to 
our people. 

The founding fathers of our great 
Nation embodied in their Constitution a 
system of checks and balances-a 
division of governmental power-be
tween the individual States and the Fed
eral Government which they thought 
would preclude for all time to come the 
consequences of nationalization. To 
avoid the possibilities of power concen
tration and usurpation, they very wisely 
and deliberately delegated certain speci
fied powers to the Federal Government 
.and reserved the balance of authority to 
the individual States. Nowhere in the 
Federal Constitution did its framers pro
vide for Federal intervention into private 
or social affairs, nor did they ever intend 
that the States be divested of their 
sovereignty. 

It is provided by the Constitution 
that-

The powers not delegated to the United · 
States by the Constitution nor prohibited 
by it to the States are reserved to the States. 
respectively or to the people. 

Yet, in utter disregard of this clear-cut 
statement of intent on the part of the 
framers of our Constitution, the Presi
dent of the United States and both major 
political parties today demand the de
struction of individual State sovereignty, 
and the invasion of private lives by gov
ernmental order. 

Chief Justice Marshall once said: 
No political dreamer was ever wild enough 

to think of breaking down the lines which 
separate the States, and of compounding 
the American people into one common class. 

In his farewell address, George Wash
ington, the first President of the United 
States, stated the case against Federal 
intervention into State affairs: 

The necessity of reciprocal checks in the 
exercise of political power, by dividing and 
distributing it into different depositories, 
and constituting each the guardian of the 
public weal against invasions of the others, 
has been evinced by experiments ancient and 
modern; some of them in our country and 
under our own eyes. To preserve t h em must 
be as necessary as to institute them. If, in 
the opinion of the people, the d istribution 
or modification of the const itutional powers 
be in any particular wrong, let it be corrected 
by an amendment in the way wh ich the 
Constitution designates. But let there be 
no change by usurpation; for though this, 
in one instance, may be the instrument of 
good, it is the customary weapon by which 
free governments are destroyed. The prece
dent must always greatly overbalance in 
permanent evil, any partial or transient 
benefit which the use can at any time yield. 
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Step by step, Mr. Speaker, organized 

minorities with selfish interests are striv
ing to break down the. lines which sep
arate the States. 

No representative government since 
the birth of civilization has existed suc
cessfully for so long a time as has the 
democratic constitutional Government 
of the United States, though we are still 
young in the sisterhood of nations. The 
system under which we live-the division 
of powers under our Constitution be
tween the States and Federal Govern
ment-has been the chief contributor to 
the continuation of our democratic form 
of government, and our Constitution is 
the pillar on which that Gystem rests. 

In 1922, Mr. Speaker, the German Gov
ernment was built upon a constitution 
patterned largely after that of the United 
States. Her people enjoyed a democratic • 
representative form of government, and 
she had begun to bid for her proper 
place in world society. But gradually 
minority groups began to infiltrate into
the organisms of her Government, con- · 
tinually working to undermirre the local 
self-government of her people, and to 
centralize all authority -in Berlin. We 
are, of course, familiar with the manner . 
by which Hitler seized control of the 
federal police system and set up a totali
tarian state there. · The -sequel to that 
story has been written in the blood of 40 
nations. 

Thomas J Efferson, in his first inaugural 
address, stated the creed of the Demo
cratic Party, to which it has adhered 
consistently until this very day, in these 
words: 

The support of the State governments in 
all their righ ts , as the most competent ad
ministrations for our domestic concerns and 
the surest bulwarks against anti-Republican 
tendencies. 

Abraham Lincoln, the great emancipa
tor, and father of the present day Re
publican Party, held: 

To m aintain inviolate the rights of the 
States to order and control under the Con
stitution their own affairs by their own 
judgment exclusively is essential to the pres
ervation of the balance of power on which 
our institutions rest. 

And again: 
No man who has sworn to support the Con

stitution can conscientiously vote for what 
he understands to be an unconstitutional 
measure, however expedient he may think it. 

.No, Mr. Speaker, the Democratic Party 
headed by President Truman is not the 
party of Thomas Jefferson; nor is theRe
publican Party of Thomas Dewey the 
same party that was founded by Abra
ham Lincoln. Their parties are now in 
the hands of power-hungry usurpers and 
pretenders. · 

It has been argued that Truman is 
carrying out the policies of the late 
Franklin D. Roosevelt. But, Mr. Speaker, 
I challenge anyone to show that Roose
velt or any other American President 
ever sent to the Congress any such 
message as the so-called civil-rights pro
posals of President Truman. Franklin 
Roosevelt, on . the contrary, joined his 
illustrious predecessors in warning· his 

people against over centralization of gov
ernment. He said: 

We are safe from the danger of • • • 
departure from the principles on which this 
country was founded just so long as the 
individual home rule of the States is scru
pulously preserved and fought for whenever 
it seems in danger. 

How different are the views of the little 
man who succeeded him. 

No, the Democratic Party of Harry 
Truman is not even the Democratic 
Party of Franklin Roosevelt. 

We of the South who refuse to follow 
these political backsliders are not party 
bolters or rebels. We who balk at 
being continually trampled underfoot by 
the so-called leadership of the Demo
cratic Party are not bolting the Demo
cratic Partyi we have waited too long for
that. We were read out of that party 
at Philadelphia by power-crazed dema
gogs grappling for the support of selfish 
minorities. For the first time since the ' 

-war for southern independence, the 
South is asserting her full political self
determination. 

Be not deceived, the South will not 
support Harry Truman, · Tom Dewey, 
Henry Wallace, or any other candidate 
for President who has deserted the prin
ciples of orderly, local self-government, 
guaranteed by the Constitution of our 
forefathers. 

There is but one ticket for those who 
wish to see the continuation of constitu
tional States' rights government-and · 
the Birmingham convention gave us that 
ticket. 

The South will vote Democratic. She 
will vote for the only Democratic ticket · 
offered which has endorsed and ad
vocated the principles of the Demo- · 
cratic Party. Governors Thurmond and 
Wright are real Democrats who recog
nize the constitutional rights of local 
self-government free from bureaucratic 
interference. They, and they alone 
among the candidates, advocate a re
turn of State capitols and county court
houses to the States and away from the 
banks of the Potomac. They, and they 
alone, advocate the continuance of the 
kind of democratic government which 
has made this Nation the world's citadel 
of freedom and guardian of liberty. 

The States' Rights Convention in Bir
mingham offered a challenge to all lov
ers of freedom and self-determination. 
It offered a challenge to all who have 
the courage to place principle above ex
pediency, and to Democrats and Re
publicans alike ·.vho wish to support the 
structure of constitut ional government. 
I am confident that the people of t.he 
South, as well as those who live in other 
sections, still have the courage of their 
forefathers, and will fight to the end for 
the preservations of the fundamentals in 
which they believe. 

In closing, I would like to recite to 
you the words of a distinguished Ameri
can and defender of constitutional lib
erties, Daniel Webster, who stated: 

Other misfortunes may be borne or their 
effects overcome. If disastrous war shoulcl 
sweep our commerce from the ocean another 
generation may renew it; if it exhaust our 

Treasury, future industry may replenish it; 
1! it desolate and lay waste our fields , still, 
under a new cultivation, they will grow grain 
again, and ripen to future harvests. It will 
be but a trifle even if the walls of yonder 
Capitol crumble, if its lofty pillars should 
fall, and its gorgeous decorations be all cov
ered by the dust of the valley. All these 
might be rebuilt. But who shall reconstruct 
the fabric of demolished government? Who 
shall rear again the well-proportioned col
umns of constitutional liberty? Who shall 
frame together the skillful architecture 
which unites national sovereignty with' 
States' rights, individual security, and public 
prosperity? No, if these _columns fall, they 
will be raised not again. Like the Colosseum 
and the Parthenon, they will be destined to 
a mournful, a melancholy immortality. 
Bitterer tears, however, will flow over them, 
than were ever shed over the monuments of 
Roman or Grecian art; for they will be the 
remnants of a more glorious edifice than 
Greece or Rome ever saw, the edifice of con
stitutional American liberty. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. - I yield: 
Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I wish 

to commend the distinguished gentle
man from Mississippi for a very fine ad
dress. He. has distinguished himself in
his first term in Congress and is a credit 
to his constituency and to the country. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. KNUTSON. I wish to say to the 

distinguished gentleman from Mississippi 
that he has made a timely talk on the 
need for returning to constitutional gov
ernment. True, the aisle divides us on 
many things, but on the question of 
maintaining constitutional government 
and the need for doing so if we are to 
remain a free people, there is no differ
ence between us. I recall how the people 
of the South, after Appomatox and the 
Boys in Grey-returned home in tat
ters-took up the task of building anew 
and repairing the devastation resulting 
from one of the greatest wars of all time 
and that they did not receive a single 
cent from the Federal Government in 
order to accomplish that great task. 
They did it through their own persever
ance. I have great admiration for the 
South. I have said on more than one 
occasion that I consider the agricultural 
South and the agricultural Midwest to 
be the backbone of the country. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the gentle
man, and want to state to him that I am 
familiar with the splendid fight which 
he has made over the years since he has 
been in Congress for the preservation of 
constitutional government. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I. yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. I want to add to 
others in congratulating the gentleman 
on one of the best presentations of the 
subject I have heard in this House. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I appreciate the 
gentleman's remarks. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CASE 
of South Dakota). The time of the gen
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Friday next, 
after disposition of the legislative busi
ness of the day and any special orders 
heretofore entered, I may be permitted 
to address the House for 30 minutes on 
the Republican policy in China. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order <.•f the House, the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. LANE] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
DO SOMETHING TO HALT RISING PRICES 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, do some
thing to halt rising prices before the 
bubble bursts, while there is still time 
in this special session of the Congress. 

The people will surely take it out on 
those who are supposed to represent 
them but who spend their time trying 
to pass the buck instead of. fighting 
shoulder to shoulder to hold the line 
against inflation. 

Far more important than any politi
cal consideration is the threat to the 
economic well-being of the Nation. 

Experts have warned us that a crash 
is inevitable if the hands-off policy is 
continued. 

The breadwinners and the housewives 
of the Nation knew this long ago. In 
every kitchen of the working people, 
after the children have gone to bed, hus
bands and wives sit up late struggling 
with the job of bridging the widening 
gap between the conservative pay en
velope and the runaway cost of living. 

It just cannot be done without the 
help of Congress . 

Businessmen who should know better, 
because they went through the whole 

_ terrifying experience of boom and bust 
once before, cry to the heavens at the 
mere suggestion that the Congress try to 
help the ailing patient. 

"Let the fever run its course,'' they 
say, having no constructive suggestions 
to offer . 

They will cry even louder when the 
purchasing power of the people falls so 
far behind that business suffers. 

A little corrective action now can save 
the situation and prevent the more dras
tic measures which will be required if we 
permit the problem to get completely out 
of control. 

Make no mistake about it, some form 
of control, voluntary or imposed, is need
ed . Some people would have us think 
that our economy is absolutely free, 
which it is not. There are degrees of 
control and there is a difference between 
private and public controls, but some 
control is essential. 

The subtle admission of that primary 
fact came to light when Secretary of the 
Treasury Snyder testified before the Sen
ate Banking Committee on July 30 that: 

I have always believed that our chief reli
ance for the control of inflationary bank 

credit lies in the good judgment of the indi
vidual bankers in the 15,000 banks in the 
United States. 

In order that the Secretary's remarks 
of that day be placed in their proper per
spective, may I add that he also said: 

I believe that it is urgent 1n the national 
welfare that consumer credit control legisla
tion be enacted as soon as possible. 

On October 30, 1947, a United Press re
port from Washington stated: 

Representative THOMAS J. LANE, Democrat, 
of Massachusetts, today urged the adminis
tration to exert every influence on the Na
tion's bankers to get them to make only 
sound loans after Federal credit controls ex
pire Saturday. 

L ANE said that the United States is on 
the road to boom-and-bust which will 
wreck both the domestic economy and the 
foreign-aid program unless prompt steps are 
taken. 

We are nearer to that disastrous show
down than we were on October 30, 1947, 
and what has been done to avert it? 

Twice the President has called special 
sessions to enact such legislation as 
would be necessary to alleviate the dis
tress of the American people. 

And yet, no sooner was this present 
session called to order than r. few Mem
bers pressed for an immediate adjourn
ment, in complete defiance of public 

' opinion. 
The people are worried and angry. 

So~ething must be done to bank the 
firE!! of inftation before the mounting 
pressure causes an explosion which would 
rock the foundations of our constitu
tional government. 

A war, a boom, a depression, another 
war. This has been the "life, liberty, 
and pursuit of happiness" enjoyed by a 
generation of Americans. 

Can they take another depression? 
Gentlemen, this is a serious moment. 

Forewarned as to reefs toward which our 
economy is drifting, this Congress must 
take the helm. It cannot adjourn. It 
cannot turn its back on its responsibili
ties. A job remains to be done. 

It would be easy for me, as a Demo
crat, to spend all of my time in fixing 
the blame for our present woes on the 
Republican majority of this House. I 
know full well that they in turn would 
engage in the same political maneuver 
with an eye not to the national welfare 
but to the spoils of a political victory in 
November. 

This is no time, however, in which to 
play politics. 

The stability of the United States and 
the peace of the world depend upon our 
willingness or our refusal to take im
mediate and decisive action on inftation. 

Shadow-boxing with this issue will not 
solve it and such tactics will not fool 
the people. 

Some blame our aid to Europe or the 
appropriations for defense. 

Most people blame the war for infta
tion. Others blame big business or labor. 
This is begging the question. We must 
find not scapegoats but a remedy. 

The President has suggested certain 
selective controls over prices and alloca
tions. Others prefer a tightening up on 
bank credit and curbs on installment 

buying. Total consumer credit in June 
1948 reached an all-time peak of over 
$14,000,000,000. The opposition calls for 
a free market in which prices would be 
able to find their own level through the 
operation of the so-called law of supply 
and demand. But the American econ
omy is virtually working at capacity, and 
any further increase must be a slow and 
gradual process. 

Meanwhile, rising prices are tak!ng 
their human toll in lowered standards 
of living, in the inability to finance edu
cation, in the deterioration of housing, 
in the sacrifice of necessary dental and 
medical care; and, in the case of those 
who must live on pensions, fixed incomes, 
and social-security payments, actuaJ de
nial of life-sustaining foods. 

The wholesale price index has broken 
through the record ceiling for inflation 
which was reached in 1920, after the end 
of the First World War. 

Last year the purchasing power of the 
dollar was only 68 cents. Today it is 
down to 60 cents, even a shade less as 
of this moment. 

This bears most heavily on the millions 
of Americans in the lower income 
brackets. 

The frantic bidding of the people with 
money for the •things which were not 
available during the war, or for t:tle re
placement of durable items which have 
been used longer than they were meant 
to be used, is pushing the cost of living 
sky high and out of the reach of millions. 

There are tens of billions of dollars in 
new money and new savings that can be 
cashed quickly demanding goods that are 
not available in sufficient supply. With 
three times as much spendable money, 
and only one and a half as much to buy, 
prices threaten to double. They have 
not yet but they are on the way. 

And that can lead to bust and ruin. 
Look at the facts: 
The amount of paper money and metal 

coins in circulation has increased from 
$7,600,000,000 in 1939 to $28,900,000,000 
in 1947. There is $21,300,000,000 more 
cash on the loose than there was before 
the war, $3.80 in cash now for every $1 
then. 

Time deposits or bank accounts on 
which we can draw amount to $56,300,-
000,000 contrasted with $27,100,000,000 
in 1939. This represents an increased 
reserve of $29,200,000,000 available when 
and if ready cash becomes exhausted. 

Very few people owned Government 
bonds in 1939. At the end of 1947 they 
possessed $31,000,000,000 of E bonds. 

In cash, time deposits, and bonds, the 
American public had only $34,700 ,000,000 
in 1939. By the end of 1947, this total 
had increased to $116,200,000,000. This 
is a jump of $81,500,000,000. In terms 
of dollar purchasing power, the Ameri
can people have $3.06 for spending for 
every dollar they had in 1939. Even 
if this figure is modified in order to com
pensate for the lowered value of today's 
dollar, the increase in demand, as rep
resented by money, is considerably 
greater than it was in 1939. 

This money demand, as posed against 
supply of goods and services, is pushing 
the cost of living far, far too high. The 
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white-collar worker, the salaried worker-, 
the older person retired and living on 
dividends or pension or annuity, is in 
desperate straits. 

These reserves are being used up and 
installment buying is on the increase. If 
this continues, the end of the line is in 
sight. But credit keeps up the pressure 
on prices just as much as cash did. It 
must not reach the point of exhaustion, 
for then the whole Nation will plummet 
to a crash in an economic tailspin. In 
the absence of thrift and frugality on the 
part of those earning $3,000 a year and 
more, pressure on prices will go on to the 
breaking point. Far better to impose 
gradual rest rictions on credit now as a 
means of holding the line until supply 
nears demand than to leave all to chance. 

The average American is not versed 
in the intricacies of economics. 

But from his own practical experience 
as a worker and as a consumer who is 
trying to keep a home and family to
gether, he knows that something must be 
done. 

Apart from his own difficulties in mak
ing both ends meet, even with the best 
management on his part, he senses with 
unerring instinct that economic anarchy 
threatens his Nation and the peace of 
the world. 

He holds that Congress is responsible 
·for constructive leadership to solve the 
situation. 

He will not be satisfied with inaction 
or half-hearted, token measures designed 
to deceive him. 

He wants national unity on this serious 
domestic problem. I believe that he is 
right in his insistence on bipartisan 
teamwork to bring down the cost of 
living at this special session of his 
Congress. 

Only in this spirit can it be dQne. 
The American economy is dangerously 

close to the edge of the spiraling road 
where the drop is sharp and deep. 

It is essential that we control this wild 
and irresponsible joy ride before it leads 
to disaster by applying the brakes of 
credit control. 

Not as the back-seat drivers called 
Democrats and Republicans, but with 
the single and united purpose of saving 
the people of the United States from be
ing carried over the precipice of inflation 
to depression: 

We cannot afford a repetition of ~. 929 
in 1949. 

The people are watching and judging 
the actions of this special session. They 
will not accept excuses for failure. 

Halt inflation or the roof will fall in. 
SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that today, following any 
special orders heretofore entered, I may 
be permitted to address the House for 30 
minutes, to discuss the question of the 
loyalty of Government employees. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Pennsylvania [Mr. BucHANAN] 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

INFLATION CONTROL 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
House Committee on Banking and Cur
rency at this moment is in executive ses
sion to report out a bill covering some 
form of inflation control. For the pur
pose of the RECORD, in view of the fact 
that the matter may come before the 
House tomorrow, I should like to pre
sent some of the arguments that have 
been made in our committee up to this 
point, together with some statistics that 
will bear out the answers, so that this 
material will be available for the ready 
reference of the Members tomorrow. 

CONSUMER-CREDIT CONTROL 

Republican attack: The President has 
power to control consumer credit. When 
Executive Order 8843 was repealed by 
Congress, power was left to the President 
to revive regulation W if he would de
clare a state of national emergency. 
The President has given an emergency 
as the reason for reconvening Congress, 
so why does he not issue a proclamation 
declaring a state of national emergency 
and revive regulation W? 

Answer: Consumer credit control is 
only a relatively minor point in the over
all inflation-control program. In times 
of peace the President should not be ' 
asked to declare a national emergency 
for a relatively. minor matter like this. 
The Republicans have always crit.ed 
the President for abusing his emergency 
powers. Do they now propose a reversal 
of this policy question? 

The President has requested authority 
to reestablish consumer-credit controls 
on numerous occasions. His request has 
been endorsed by the Joint Committee 
on the Economic Report, headed by 
Senator TAFT. Followmg the President's 
request of last November, a bill to give 
the Federal Reserve Board the neces
sary authority passed the Senate, but is 
buried in the House Banking and Cur
rency Committee. 

BANK-CREDIT CONTROL 

Republican attack: The President has 
the power to increase the rediscount 
rate of the Federal Reserve banks and 
to stop the Government's support of the 
bond market and thereby check infla
tion. 

Answer: The President has no such 
powers. 

The rediscount rate is set by the 
boards of directors of the 12 Federal Re
serve banks with the approval of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System. The President has no 
pow:er to determine their decisions. 

The decision whether the open-mar
ket policy is to be continued or not is 
made by the open-market committee of 
the Federal Reserve Board, consisting 
of all the Board members and the pres
idents of five Federal Reserve banks. 
The Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board is chairman of this committee, 
and the president of the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York is vice chairman of 
the committee. The committee's poli-

cies are determined in consultation with 
the Secretary of the Treasury. 

The members of the Federal Reserve 
Board are appointed by the President, 
but the President has no right to recall 
them during their stated terms of office. 
. It is an outright misrepresentation of 
facts to say that the President has the 
power to increase the rediscount rat e or 
to stop the Federal Reserve Board from 
supporting the bond market. 

The proposal to discontinue Govern
ment purchases of Government bonds is 
dangerous and irresponsible. Approxi
mately $70,000,000,000 in Government 
securities are held at present by the 
15,000 banks in this country. If market 
support . would be discontinued, there is 
no way of telling how far bonds would 
drop. An end of the open market policy 
would not only effect negotiable <larger) 
bonds, but would spread inevitably to the 
E, F, and G bonds also, which are re
deemable at par, because it would under
mine confidence in all Government se
curities. 

An increase in the rediscount rate 
alone would not stop the present credit 
inflation. Most industrial corporations 
are making such exorbitant profits at the 
present time that a small increase in the 
discount rate would not stop them from 
borrowing money on which they can 
earn a much higher rate of return. 

The following is an excerpt from the 
.CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Friday, July 
30, 1948: 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I understood the Sen
ator to say that he thought the President 
had power to enforce sound anti-inflationary 
policies, and one of the powers which he 
mentioned was the power to abandon Gov
ernment bonds in the market and let them 
go down in value. Does the Senator from 
Ohio recommend that policy? 

Mr. TAFT. I would rather have that done 
than to place price controls on the American 
people; yes. I do not think it is necessary. 
* "' • As to a choice between that and 
the reimposition of price controls, I should 
prefer Government bonds to go below par. 

EXPORT CONTROLS 

Republican attack: Our large exports 
are one of the two main reasons for in
flation. The President has powers to 
control exports but does not use them 
properly. 

. Answer: To blame the inflation on our 
exports is ridiculous. In 1947 we ex
ported only 4.1 percent of our total na
tional product and in 1948 we will export 
only 2.5 percent. 

\Vhile our exports are substantially 
larger than they were before the war, our 
total national product is so much larger 
that we have, on the average, almost 
twice as much available for domestic 
consumption as we had before the war. 
All critical materials and foodstuffs are 
now under export control. 

The tables on the attached sheets show 
how little of total production we are ex
porting in some critical fields. More- . 
over, a large part of exports is required 
under the Marshall plan, the keystone of 
our foreign policy. Do the Republicans 
propose to abandon the Marshall plan, 
.which was adopted by an overwhelming 
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majority of both parties in the Eightieth 
Congress? 
United States gross national product, exports 

including reexports, general imports of 
merchandise, and the net export-import 
surplus in relation to gross national prod
uct, 1936-38, 1946, 1947, and first quarter 
1948 at annual rate 

[In billions of dollars] 

Ratio 
Gross Net of net 
na- Ex- Im- export- export-

tional import import 
prod- ports ports sw·- surplus 
uct plus to gross 

national 
product 

Percent 1936-38 ________ 85.8 3.0 2. 5 0.5 0.58 
1946. _____ ____ _ 203. i 10.2 4.9 5.3 2.6 1947 _______ __ __ 231.8 1 15.3 5. 7 9.6 4.1 
First quarter 1948 _________ 244.3 '13. 2 7.1 6.1 2.5 

1 Including civilian supplies to our armed forces over· 
seas for distribution in the occupied areas. 

Exports of scarce commodities 

1939 1947 1948 est!-
mate 

---------
'd 'd N .., 

$ 
Commodity » I » ::1 » s 

-a -a ~ -a ~ 
A .., A "' A "' g .... g ~ g .... 

g ~ s- c.> 3 8 3 
0 :;; 0 :;; 0 ~ E-< Poi E-< Poi E-< 

Lumber (billion 
board feet) _________ 25.7 4.1 37.9 3.0 37.1 1.8 

Motor fuel (million barrels) _____________ 64.0 6.0 745.0 4.3 791.0 3.2 
Heating fuels (million 

barrels) ______ -- - -- -- 162.0 18.!} 316.0 8.2 372.0 4.8 
Finished steel (mil-

lion tons) ___________ 35.0 7.1 63.0 10.3 65.0 7.6 
Soil pipe (1,000 tons) __ 417.0 .3.2 577.0 1.0 570.0 .9 
Hardwood flooring 

(million board feet). 505.0 2.4 687.0 • 3 830.0 .2 
Meat (billion 

pounds) __ ---------- 18.3 1.2 24.7 1.1 22.7 .6 

OPA HISTORY 

Republican attack: The President and 
the Democratic Seventy-ninth Congress 
are responsible for having removed price 
controls in 1946. 

Answer: The President and the large 
majority of Democrats in the House and 
Senate fought a last-ditch battle in the 
summer of 1946 to retain adequate price 
control. More than 90 percent of the 
Republicans under the leadership of 
TAFT, WHERRY, WOLCOTT, and HALLECK 
made an all-out effort to destroy price 
control. 

The President vetoed the first OPA ex
tension bill, passed on June 29, because 
it presented not a choice between con
tinued price stability and inflation, but 
only a choice between inflation with a 
statute and inflation without one. The 
President stated: 

The bill continues the Government re
sponsibility to stab111ze the economy and at 
the same time destroys the Government's 
power to do so. 

The President signed the second OPA 
extension bill on July 25, 1946, with 
reluctance. The President signed the 
bill because, as he said: 

I am advised that it is the best bill Con
gress will now pass. 

He warned: 
If it appears that all the efforts of the 

Government and people will not be sufficient 
under the present legislation, I shall have 
no other alternative but to call the Congress 
back in special session to strengthen the 
price-control law. 

The act as passed tied the President's 
hands completely and made it impossible 
to continue effective price control. 

The meat incident: The act decon
trolled, among other things, meat and 
livestock until August 20, but allowed 
reimposition of controls if the Price De
control Board so decided. In the face 
of soaring meat prices, the Decontrol 
Board reestablished ceiling prices in Au
gust, but the only result was that meat 
disappeared completely from the mar
kets, and Congress had given OPA not 
enough money to wipe out the black mar
kets into which meat disappeared. The 
Preside~t's decision to remove all meat 
controls on October 14, 1946, was forced 
by the combination of an unworkable 
law, a conspiracy on the part of the in
dustry, and the lack of funds to enforce 
controls. 

In his radio address on the night of 
October 14, 1946, President Truman said: 

The responsibility (for the meat shortage) 
rests squarely on a few men in the Congress 
who, in the service of selfish interests, have 
been determined for some time to wreck 
price controls no matter what the cost mtght 
be to our people. • . • • 

The real blame • • lies at the door 
of the reckless group of selfish men who, in 

. the hope of gaining political advantage, have 
. encouraged sellers to gamble on the destruc

tion of price control. 
This group, today as in the past, is think

ing in terms of millions of dollars instead 
of millions of people. This same group · has 
opposed every effort of this administration 
to raise the standard of living and increase 
the opportunity for the common man. This 
same group hated Franklin D. Roosevelt and 
fought everything he stood for. This same 
group did its best to discredit his efforts to 
achieve a better life for our people. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that on these matters it is not so impor
tant to try to assess the blame at this 
time as it is to come out with effective 
controls that may be able to do the job. 
I am just a bit leery as to whether or not 
the rather flimsy measures that have 
been proposed in our committee will be 
sufficient to meet the task. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Kansas [Mr. REESJ is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 
WHAT ABOUT THE LOYALTY PROGRAM 

OF THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT? 

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, within the 
past several days the Nation's attention 
has been directed to allegations that dur
ing the war certain Federal employees 
carried on subversive activities and fur
nished Russian agents with confidential 
or restricted materiaL In view of these 
and other recent developments in the 
foreign situation, I think it is well to 
review the record and determine whether 
Government omclals now employed ap
proved such persons for appointments 
with the knowledge that there was a rea-

sonable doubt as to their loyalty. The 
American people are also entitled to 
know whether the present loyalty policy 
of the executive branch is designed to 
adequately protect our national security. 

I am particularly interested in these 
Federal employees loyalty matters be
cause of my responsibility as chairman 
of the House Post Office and Civil Serv
ice Committee. While it is not within 
my province to determine whether Fed
eral employees are guilty of espionage or 
sabotage, I am most concerned regarding 
the policy which permits employees to 
remain on the pay roll or be employed 
when there is reasonable doubt as to 
their loyalty. I believe it is in the public 
interest to illustrate the policy of the 
Federal Government with respect to em
ployee loyalty matters by documented 
evidence which is in the possession of the 
Government and which was ignored at 
the time these Federal employees were 
appointed. The reason I am addressing 
the House at this time and giving these 
facts is to allow the people of the United 
States to judge whether the present Fed
eral employees loyalty policy meets with 
their approval. · 

In testimony before the House On
American Activities Committee, Eliza
beth T. Bentley mentioned Nathan Greg
ory Silvermaster as leader of the largest 
group of alleged disloyal Government 
employees. I am not in a position to 
know whether these charges regarding 
espionage can be supported but I can 
say that several of the former Govern
ment employees she named were good 
prospects for such activities, and this was 
known to Government officials at the 
time these employees were on the Federal 
pay roll. 

Silvermaster was a former employee of 
the Maritime Labor Board, Department 
of Agriculture, Board of Economic War
fare, Treasury Department, Reconstruc
tion Finance Corporation, and War As
sets Administration. On April 3, 1942, 
he applied for a position with the Board 
of Economic Warfare, subject to the ap
proval of the Civil Service Commission 
which is the agency charged with · th~ 
responsibility of determining the loyalty 
of applicants for Federal positions. E~
haustive investigations were conducted 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and the Civil Service Commission. Evi
dence submitted .in the Commission's in
vestigation covered several hundred 
pages, and 1~ is too lengthy to review 
here in detail. However, on May 22, 1942, 
an official of the Civil Service Commis
sion, after reviewing the reports of in
vestigation, made the following recom
mendations: 

It is my conclusion that Silvermaster is 
definitely either an active member of the 
Communist Party or so directly alined with 
their leaders and interests in the San Fran
cisco Bay area, 1f not on a national scale, as 
to color and atfect his service for the Fed
eral Government. It is felt that by reason 
of these attachments, his continued employ
ment in his present capacity or at all by 
the Federal Government can only serve to 
advance the cause of the Communist Party 
in its ultimate design to disrupt America's 
politicaJ. and economic texture. 
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The investigation of Silvermaster 
covered a period from 1916, when he 
entered the United States from Russia, 
up to the year 1942. Scores of compe
tent witnesses were interviewed at a half 
dozen places in the United States. Al
most without exception those who them
selves were not Communists or identified 
with Communist front organizations 
stated that he was an enthusiastic sup
porter of the Soviet Communist order to 
replace the American form of govern
ment. A good share of these witnesses 
identified him variously as a radical, a 
Communist, an active member of the 
Communist Party, or as active in a 
San Francisco unit of the Communist 
Party under the party name of "Serge 
Komov ." His close friends and acquain
tences, including his lawyers and doctors, 
according to the investigation, were 
either known Communists or known to 
be active in organizations labeled by the 
Attorney General as subversive. He 
made several material incorrect state
ments on his application designed to 
conceal his activities. This is only a 
part of the evidence reported in the 
investigation, but that which reflected 
on Silvermaster's questionable loyalty is 
documented and the testimony well 
corroborated. On July 1, 1940 he trans
ferred to the Department of Agriculture 
from the Maritime Labor Board. The 
confidential files of the Agriculture De
partment during his employment there 
contained correspondence between offi
cials of the Resettlement Administration 
and officials of the San Francisco section 
of the American Legion. 

The American Legion reported that 
Silvermaster had close associations with 
Sam Darcy, west coast Communist func
tionary. Further, that he was a member 
of the Fillmore section of the Communist 
Party. Also that he was active in pro
testing the discharge of California State 
employees who had been dismissed be
cause of radical activities. The Legion 
reported that many of his associates are 
of doubtful loyalty and that one of the 
American Legion officials had reviewed 
Mr. Silvermaster's doctoral thesis and 
found it to be extremely pro-Soviet. 

The Commission's investigation shows 
that at the time Silvermaster's present 
wife received a divorce from her former 
husband, a question arose as to the cus
tody of their child. Mrs. Silvermaster's 
former husband apparently believed she 
would marry Silvermaster, and because 
he apparently doubted Silvermaster's 
loyalty the following stipulation was in
corporated in the interlocutory decree, 
which was entered on July 10, 1929: 

Both parties agree that neither rhall re
move the child from the United States with
out the consent of the other party given in 
writing, and the parties agree that the child 
shall be educated in the accepted American 
principles in the spirit of American freedom 
and democracy, and that he shall not be 
exposed to communistic or antireligious 
teachings. 

This is a rather strange stipulation in 
a divorce decree, unless there was a rea
sonable doubt as to whether Silvermaster 
was a loyal American. 

While the Commission's investigation 
was in progress, Military Intelligence in-

vestigated Silvermaster who was then on 
detail from the Department of Agricul
ture to the Board of Economic Warfare. 
G-2 was interested in Silvermaster be
cause of his access to confidential infor
mation which the Board of Economic 
Warfare received from the Military Es
tablishment. After its investigation, G-2 
recommended the Board of Economic 
Warfare to remove Silvermaster from 
their offices. Officials in the BEW hand
ed G-2's investigation to Silvermaster to 
answer, and then advised G-2 that the 
charges against Silvermaster were un
founded. Meanwhile, Silvermaster was 
called before the Civil Service Commis
sion to explain his activities which had 
been uncovered during the investigation. 
Much of the evidence he admitted. 

At this point the investigation was 
dropped. Silvermaster remained at the 
Agriculture Department. Later, however, 
in December of 1944 top ofi1cials presently 
employed in the Civil Service · Commis
sion, over the objections of subordinate 
officials, approved Silvermaster's transfer 
to the Treasury Department because, in 
the words of the Commission: 

There was no reasonable doubt as to his 
loyalty to the United States. 

From here on Silvermaster transferred 
from one agency to another with relative 
ease, and his salary rapidly increased 
from $6,500 per annum to $10,000 a year 
at the War Assets Administration, from 
which he finally resigned voluntarily in 
November 1946. In all, Silvermaster 
worked for the Federal Government ap
proximately 11 years, for which the peo
ple of the United States paid him more 
than $50,000. At retirement age he will 
be eligible to receive from the Govern
ment an annuity of approximately $500 a 
year. 

This Silvermaster case is typical of 
many of those employees mentioned be
fore congressiomil committees recently. 
For all the good these investigations did, 
they might as well have not been con
ducted. I do not care how much evi
dence of disloyalty is obtained by our 
Government investigators, if the policy
making officials -and appointing officers 
do not have the courage to remove or 
refuse to employ persons about whom 
there is a reasonable doubt as to their 
loyalty, such investigations are a farce 
and the hundreds of millions of dollars 
spent for them by the American people 
have been wasted. 

Testimony before the Un-American 
Activities Committee also included Don
ald Niven Wheeler, an employee of the 
Office of Strategic Services, who was a 
member of the alleged spy ring headed 
by Victor Perla. Over the adverse recom
mendations of officials of the Civil Serv
ice Commission which were based upon 
evidence that Mr. Wheeler had followed . 
the Communist Party line to such an 
extent as to affect adversely his suitabil
ity for Government employment, the 
Civil Service Commission, in October 
1942, found Wheeler eligible for Federal 
employment. During the course of the 
investigation, it was established that he 
was a member of several Communist 
·front organizations, one of which was 
identified by the Attorney General as 

subversive, and that he was admittedly 
sympathetic to such organizations, and 
further, that he had followed the Com
munist Party line during its various 
shifts prior and subsequent to the 
Hitler-Stalin pact. 

Various competent witnesses identified 
Wheeler as extremely radical and not 
fit for any responsible or confidential 
position in the Federal service. It is 
interesting to observe that one of the 
witnesses contacted during the investi
gation of Wheeler was William Ludwig 
Ullman, in the Treasury Department, 
who was also alleged to have been a 
member of a spy ring. Mr. Ullman stated 
the following concerning Mr. Wheeler: 

I think he is a loyal American citizen. I 
do know, however, that his name appeared 
on the Dies list which was publicized some 
time after he left here, but I never knew 
of any reasons to doubt his loyalty. I never 
heard him offer any views on world politics 
or discuss such matters at all. 

On the basis of this kind of evidence, 
Mr. Alfred Klein, chief law officer of 
the Civil Service Commission, recom
mended Wheeler's eligibility and stated: 

His activities and associations which are 
listed on the unfavorable side are char
acteristic of many liberals and does not 
necessarily mean that he is a Communist or 
Communist sympathizer. 

Mr. Farrar Smith, another official of 
the Civil Service Commission, agreed 
with Mr. Klein.'s recommendation. The 
Civil Service Commission reviewed the 
case and unanimously agreed that Mr. 
Wheeler was eligible for Federal em
ployment. 

I have talked with many persons who 
appear to be surprised to learn that Wil
liam W. Remington, an employee of the 
Commerce Department, could be consid
ered for, or actually transferred to, other 
strategic positions .in the Federal Gov
ernment while under investigation by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for sub
versive activities. 

This has been the policy ever since 
the Federal Employees' Loyalty Program 
began in 1939, and exists at the present 
time. I have called attention to this sit
uation on numerous occasions. In fact, 
it was one of the principal reasons that 
prompted me to introduce the Federal 
employees' loyalty bill, which passed the 
House by a big majority on July 15, ·l947. 
Under that legislation, it would be im
possible for a person to be appointed to 
a Federal position while under investi
gation for subversive activities. The 
Commission and the executive branch 
at the hearings -on this measure objected 
to that provision in the bill and stated 
that it had always been the practice to 
employ persons or transfer employees 
subject to investigation, even when t.here 
was derogatory information concerning 
the loyalty of such persons. 

Testimony before the Civil Service 
subcommittee in July 1946 showed that 
employees remained for years in stra
tegic, confidential, and responsible Gov
ernment positions although their loyalty 
was seriously questioned. 

Time and time again these matters 
have been brought to the attention of 
the executive branch. Beginning in 
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1944, I repeatedly urged the then chair~ 
man of the House Civil Service Com~ 
mittee to investigate derelictions · of duty 
by officials in the executive branch in 
employing persons of doubtful loyalty. 
Finally, in the summer of 1946, a three~ 
man subcommittee was appointed to 
study the Federal employees' loyalty pro~ 
gram. I was designated as a minority 
member of this subcommittee. Hear~ 
ings were rushed and secret, evidence 
was glossed over, testimony of some com~ 
petent witnesses ignored, and a rather 
superficial report was made, to which I 
took strong exception. 

These hearings were made available to 
the Department of Justice. Competent 
witnesses mentioned critically Govern
men~ tGp-level handling and clearing 
of many Federal employees, some of 
whom were then on the Federal pay roll. 
At the time of the hearing in July 1946, 
at which a representative of the Depart
ment of Justice was present, witnesses 
testified that Nathan Gregory Silver
master was still employed by the Federal 
Government, and that he had been ap
pointed over the objections of officials 
of the Civil Service Commission, whose 
conclusions had been based upon the evi
dence I have mentioned above. One 
witness stated that Mr. Silvermaster in
sisted upon an investigation of his suit
ability prior to his transfer from the De
partment of Agriculture. It was pointed 
out that if the Civil Service Commission 
cleared him, he could transfer without 
losing his position with the Department 
of Agriculture. However, even if a 
strong loyalty case were made against 
him and he stayed with the Department 
of Agriculture, the Commission would 
have no authority to remove him. Since 
Silvermaster appeared to be satisfactory 
to the officials of the Department of 
Agrictiltun:: he could probably remain 
there as l<mg as he desired. It happened, 
however, that his precautions were un
necessary. The Civil Service Commis
sion cleared 8ilvermaster and he was at 
liberty to transfer to any department or 
agency of the Government. 

On the basis of these hearings the 
President appointed a committee to 
study the problems of Federal employees' 
loyalty. Did he name outstanding and 
recognized authorities on subversive ac
tivities such as J. Edgar Hoover or one of 
his assistants? Did he name a Member 
of Congress on the committee? He did 
not. He began by naming as Chairman 
a special assistant to the Attorney 
General who had little qualifications. 
He named as other members of his 
committee various Federal officials who 
were responsible for the then eXist
ing Federal employees' loyalty policies. 
After months of delay the committee 
filed its report which stated in effect that 
everything was fine. The American 
people could rest easy. There were no 
employees of doubtful loyalty on the 
Federal pay roll. The Canadian Govern~ 
ment spy case could never happen in the 
United States. 

In March 1947 the President issued 
his Federal Employees' Loyalty Executive 
Order. The only new feature was the 
creation of a host of loyalty boards within 
the agencies. Also, a Loyalty Review 

Board was created. Was it a strong in~ 
dependent Board? Was its existence 
based on legislation outlining congres~ 
sional policy? No; it was to be under the' 
Civil Service Commission and its officials, 
whose do-little-or-nothing policy on 
Federal employment loyalty matters 
prompted the first congressional investi~ 
gation back in 1946. We were right back 
where we had started. 

The question has been asked me many 
times how persons like Silvermaster and 
his kind get on the Federal pay roll. 
Let me give you several examples of what 
happened during the war and what is 
happening today. 

In 1941 the head of a war agency pub~ 
licly stated that he would abide by the 
decisions of the Civil Service Commis
sion with respect to loyalty matters 
concerning employees in his agency. 
Mrs. Rose Eden applied for a position 
in this war agency. I shall not go into 
detail as to the information obtained 
during the investigation. However, in 
his opinion on the case, Mr. Alfred Klein, 
chief law officer of the Civil Service 
Commission, made the following state
ment: 

A reading of the record leaves the reader 
witn the strong conviction that Mrs. Eden 
has been an almost religious follower of the 
Communist Party line and may even be a 
member of the Communist Party. 

These are strong words from Mr. Klein. 
The Commission held that Mrs. Eden 

was unsuitable on loyalty grounds for 
Federal service and suggested to the 
head of this war agency that this em
ployee be removed. The director of 
personnel of this war agency wrote to 
the Civil Service Commission and stated 
the following: 

This is in reference to your letter ot 
August • • • in connection with the 
case of Mrs. Rose Eden. We have also a 
previous letter from you addressed to our 
agency in which you suggest that Mrs. Eden's 
employment be terminated. After careful 
COI:tsideration and examination of the facts 
concerning this case, we have decided to re
tain Mrs. Eden in our employ. 

Thus, the loyalty investigations be
come window dressing to lull the Amer
ican people into a false sense of security. 

Another example. During the war, an 
· employee, Alice Dannenberg, was ap~ 

pointed to a position in a Federal agency, 
subject to investigation. Without re~ 
viewing in detail the evidence which was 
in the possession of the Government;Mr. 
Alfred Klein, chief law officer of the Civil 
Service Commission, stated: 

Miss Dannen berg has, by her own admis
sions, placed herself in radical and com
munistic company. in the light of all the 
information in the record relative to Miss 
Dannenberg's activities and associations, 
most of which was obtained directly from 
Miss Dannenberg herself, it is apparent that, 
if not actually communistic, she has marked 
Communist sympathies and many Commu
nist associations which raise considerable 
doubt concerning her entire suitability for 
Government employment. I, therefore join 
with the Investigations Division in recom
mending her ineligibility and removal. 

Two other top staff officials, including 
the chief examiner, agreed with Mr. 
Klein, and the Civil Service Commission 
unanimously ordered her removal. The 

Commission then requested the employ~ 
ing agency to terminate Miss Dannen
berg's employment. Did the agency take 
appropriate action? It did not. 

Two months later under pressure from 
top officials in the agency concerned, the 
Civil Service Commission reviewed the 
case, and the same Civil Service Commis~ 
sioners who had approved Miss Dannen
berg's removal now reversed themselves 
and approved her appointment. No ad
ditional evidence had been obtained. 

A new statement prepared for the 
Commissioners contained the following: 

The report of the personal investigation is 
overwhelmingly in favor of this employee. 

Of course, this change of policy may 
have been affected by the fact that ac
cording to a note attached to the memo
randum the head of the agency had re~ 
quested that this case be reviewed. 

In its second letter to the agency, the 
Commission stated: 

On reconsideration, it is the conclusion of 
the Commission that the questions involved 
in the case may be resolved in favor of Miss 
Dannenberg, and no objection will be made 
to her continued employment. 

Of course, I had always thought the 
American people desired that in loyalty 
matters involving Government employ
ees, questions of doubt be resolved in 
favor of our Government. This I con
sider quite important. On the basis of 
this incident, the entire policy of the 
Civil Service Commission was changed 
and all subordinate officials of the Com
mission were advised by a confidential 
memorandum that in the future the head 
of this agency was to be furnished "a 
report of information on every investi
gated case prior to final decision of the 
case." This, in my judgment, refl:cts 
seriously upon the integrity of the Civil 
Service Commission in its relationship 
with Federal agencies on employee 
matters, and becomes a device to nullify 
loyalty investigations. I wonder how 
many other such agreements are in ex
istence at the· present time? 

Another example. During the hear
ings before the subcommittee of the 
House Civil Service Committee in 1946, 
testimony corroborated by competent 
witnesses who were personally familiar 
with the situation cast further doubt 
upon the integrity of some Government 
officials. It appears that upon several 
occasions an agency's investigators not 
connected with the Civil Service Com
mission reviewed the confidential files of 
the Commission and then confronted 
witnesses with their testimony in an 
effort to get these witnesses to change 
their statements. 

Some time ago a personnel director in 
one of the Federal agencies conferred 
with Mr. Alfred Klein, chief law officer 
of the Civil Service Commission, in an 
effort to determine what the Commis
sion's policy was with respect to the 
loyalty of Federal employees. Accord~ 
ing to an interoffice memorandum in 
the files of the Civil Service Commission, 
Mr. Klein stated: 

In the course of our conversation, the 
personnel director took occasion to remark 
that the Commission is not consistent in its 
actions. As illustration he pointed to cases 
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in which there is a voluminous pro-Com
munist or fellow-traveling hist ory and we 
nevertheless find the individual eligible, per
haps because the individual is in an im
portant position. At the same time, he says, 
the Commission will order the dismissal of 
an individual who happens to have signed a 
Communist petition in 1939 at the request 
of someone, the record of the individual 
being otherwise clear in all respects. 

I agree with this personnel director, 
but it is an understatement of the facts 
to say that the Commission's loyalty pol
icy is inconsistent. To say the least, it is 
confusing, haphazard, and almost com
pletely irresponsible. 

Several months ago I called attention 
to Mr. Jesse Epstein, a regional director 
of the Federal Public Housing Authority 
on the west coast. Mr. Epstein assumed 
his position in June 1945, and is still em
ployed by the Federal Public Housing Au
thority. The FBI conducted an inves
tigation of him in 1942, which revealed 
that at least eight reliable witnesses 
stated while in college and subsequently 
he was a member of the Communist 
Party or was actively associated with 
Communist -front organizations and 
publications. A subversive check at a 
metropolitan police department shows 
him on a list of known Communists. 
Subsequent to 1942, he has been inves
tigated several times by Government 
agencies. These reports were and are 
available to the Civil Service Commis
sion and to the FPHA. More recently 
the joint legislative fact-finding commit
tee on un-American activities of the 
Washington State Legislature held hear
ings in January and February 1948 with 
respect to subversive activities in the 
State of Washington. Two former self
avowed Communist Party members iden
tified Jesse Epstein as a member of the 
Communist Party with whom they had 
close association. 

These witnesses stated that they had 
been to Communist Party meetings with 
him, and that he was introduced at such 
meetings as Comrade Epstein. One 
witness in particular stated: · 

Jesse Epstein was down there on what was 
explained to me as a functionary of the 
Communist Party trying to guide us. 

According to the latest information the 
Loyalty Board of the Feder-al Public 
Housing Authority has cleared Jesse Ep
stein, and the Loyalty Review Board of 
the Civil Service Commission has ren
dered an advisory opinion that there was 
no reasonable doubt as to his loyalty to 
the United States. At any rate, despite 
all of the derogatory information which 
raises a reasonable doubt of Epstein's 
loyalty to the United States, he has re
mained on the Federal pay roll since 
1945, at an average salary of about $9,000 
a year. 

Recently I have found other cases in
volving employees of doubtful loyalty, 
which further illustrates what the ex
ecutive branch is withholding from the 
American people. For example, some 
time ago the Civil Service Commission, 
which is generally responsible for de
termining the loyalty of Federal em
ployees, received information raising a 
question regarding the loyalty of an em-

ployee. Several Government officials 
recommended that this employee be re
moved from her position. The report 
on the case reached Washington and 
the Investigations Division of the Com
mission also recommended the em
ployee's removal. Later, the Commis
sion reversed these findings, rated the 
employee eligible and closed the case. 

A few months later the loyalty of an
other employee who works in the San 
Francisco office of the Civil Service Com
mission was questioned. This employee, 
Mrs. Evelyn Crawford, was investigated 
and a report forwarded to Washington by 
the regional director. He stated that it 
would not be advisable to take a more 
drastic action in the case of Mrs. Craw
ford than was taken in the previous case, 
because the evidence was no more dam
aging, and the Commission would have 
extreme difficulty in vindicating itself if 
Mrs. Crawford were removed and the oth
er employee retained. After reviewing 
the evidence, the Investigations Division 
recommended that Mrs. Crawford be re
moved on the basis of the following in
formation. 

In September 1929, this employee mar
ried Matthew H. Crawford, reputed to 
be an active Communist in California. 
Among the organizations of which he was 
a member were the executive committee 
of the National Scottsboro Action Com
mittee and the advisory counsel of the 
San Franciso Communist Workers 
School. 

At one time it was reported he was the 
treasurer of the Communist Party in 
San Francisco. His associates in these 
and other Communist-front organiza
tions included such well-known Com
munists as Joseph Brodsky and William 
Z. Foster, the latter presently. under in
dictment by a Federal grand jury in' New 
York for activities against the United 
States. Further, the information in the 
possession of the Commission contained 
a police department record showing that 
Mrs. Crawford attended Communist 
Party meetings with her husband in San 
Francisco. The records of the highly 
reliable Office of Naval Intelligence indi
cated that Mrs. Crawford was an active 
Communist member who keeps under 
cover. 

The investigation further showed that 
Communist meetings were held in the 
Crawford home and neighbors stated 
they believed the Crawfords to be Com
munists and that Communist literature 
urging the election of Browder for Pres
ident was circulated from their home. 

Carrying a recommendation for re
moval from both the Investigations Divi
sion and the Director of Personnel, the 
case of Mrs. Crawford then went to the 
Commission's top staff men. Mr. Klein 
stated: 

So far as Mrs. Crawford is concerned, 1 
do not think the record justly supports the 
conclusion that she is a Communist or 
Communist sympathizer. The real question 
then is whether the association with her 
husband is in itself sufficient to raise a rea
sonable doubt as to her loyalty. • .• ~ 
In the present case we have no showing that 
Mrs. Crawford is anti-Communist or that 
her views on political questions differ from 
those of her husband's. 

On the basis of this reasoning, this 
Commission official concluded that the 
record merited an eligible rating. The 
case then went to Mr. Smith, assistant 
to the Chief Examiner, who agreed that 
Mrs. Crawford should be declared eligible, 
but he devoted most of his comments 
to criticisms of the regional director in 
San Francisco. He stated: 

Your attention is called to the district 
manager's recommendation. I am amazed 
by its contents, because this is the first time 
I have seen a recommendation ·from a re
sponsible subordinate official of the Com
mission which included a statement that 
reflects seriously upon the very integrity of 
the Commissioners themselves. 

Apparently .What amazed this top staff 
official was the fact that the regional 
director had stated: 

I cannot guarantee Mrs. Crawford's de
pendabil_ity from the standpoint of loyalty 
any more than I ·can guarantee the depend
ability of the other employee in this respect. 
Therefore, so long as the other employee is 
retained in our service without regard to 
the information obtained through the in
vestigation of her record, I would recommend 
that Mrs. Crawford be retained in our ser.v
ice without regard to the information ob
tained through the investigation of her 
case. 

Th~ Commissioners then agreed that 
an explanation was required from the 
regional director for his letter to the 
Commission, so at Government expense 
the regional director was brought to· 
Washington to show cause why he had 
expressed an honest opinion to the Com
mission. 

Meanwhile, the Crawford case was re
ferred to the head of the Legal Division 
of the . Commission, who recommended 
that she be removed. In view of this 
difference of opinion, it was agreed that 
the case would be returned to the re
gional director who was to interview 
her. However, Mrs. Crawford's memory 
had not improved. She did not know 
whether her husband was a Communist 
or not. She had never seen any evi
dence that would indicate that he was 
a member of the Communist Party. She 
stated that Louise Thompson, a well.
known Communist, was an old friend of 
20 years' standing, and that she had 
visited Louise Thompson in her home in 
Chicago, but she did not know whether 
Mrs. Thompson was a Communist. Mrs. 
Crawford stated that Langston Hughes 
had been a recent visitor in her home. 
The record shows that William Patter
son had been a visitor in the Crawford 
home. All these associates are well
known Communists. 

The case of Mrs. Crawford eventually 
arrived in the Investigations Division 
and again her removal was recom
mended. Finally, despite the informa
tion raising considerable doubt concern
ing her loyalty, and the adverse recom
mendations of subordinate officials, the 
Commission reached the absurd conclu
sion that she was suitable for Govern
ment employment. 

One Commissioner stated: 
There is little if any real eviqence that 

Crawford is a Communist. 
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The 1948 report of the Joint Fact 

Finding Committee of the California 
Legislature on Communist Front Organ
izations states that a reception was held 
in honor of a reputed Communist leader, 
and among those sponsoring the recep
tion which was for the benefit of the 
Communist California Labor School were 
Mr. and Mrs. Matthew Crawford. 

Mrs. Crawford has been employed by 
the Civil Service Commission at San 
Francisco for the past 8 years, and at 
present is Assistant Chief, Placement 
Services Section. She occupies an im
portant position in which she exercises 
control over the selection and place
ment of Federal employees. She has 
access to confidential information relat
ing to employment and investigation of 
Federal employees. 

. Now the question is: What was the 
policy of the Civil Service Commission in 
approving for Oovernment employment 
persons whose loyalty to the United 
States is questionable? In my judgment, 
the reasoning of the Civil Service Com- 
mission and its final action in this case 
is typical of its policy during the past 
7 years. We find the Commission ignor
ing evidence and disregarding informa
tion contained in reports of investiga
tion which raises a reasonable doubt with 
respect to the loyalty of certain Federal 
employees. 

In these and other cases we find Com
mission otncials stating that there is 
little if any evidence to justify the re
moval of employees whose investigations 
contain little if any favorable informa
tion. It has always been my opinion that 
where there is a reasonable doubt re
garding the loyalty of a Federal em
ployee, the question should be resolved 
in favor of the Government. 

But over this period of time what has 
the Civil Service Commission told Con
gress with respect to its policies? One . 
of the Civil Service Commissioners testi
fied before a -House appropriations sub
committee as follows: 

In connection with all our investigations 
we are keeping this policy in mind; if we 
find anybody who has had any associations 
with Communists or the German Bund, or 
any foreign organization of that kind, that 
person is disqualified immediately. All 
doubts are being resolved in favor of the 
Government. -

Upon other occasions when this Com
missioner has been.questioned about this 
policy of the Civil Service Commission, 
he has replied : 

It is absolutely sound today, and is the 
same fundamental policy we are follow
ing. • • • We do not conceive it to be 
our function to aslc the people of this coun
try to take a chance on an individual em
ployee because it has not been e:>tablished 
that he really belongs in jail instead of in a 
Government job. 

The cases which I have submitted are 
examples of how this alleged poHcy is 
put into operation. Apparently the real 
policy of the Commission and the execu
tive branch is to tell Congress one thing 
and do another. 

This is the record. These are the 
facts which have been withheld from 
the American people and more recently 
been denied the Congress through a 
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Presidential directive ordering the de
partments and agencies to refuse con
gressional requests regarding reports, 
records, and files relating to the loyalty 
of Federal employees and prospective 
employees. With or without charges of 
espionage and spy rings the performance 
to date is one of which the American 
people cannot be proud. 

With the foreign situation in a highly 
inflammable state, we can ill afford the 
luxury of employees of doubtful loyalty 
on the Federal pay roll, and we can less 
afford a policy in the executive branch 
which I have demonstrated has existed 
for the past several years. 

On the other hand, we must not be
come hysterical and discharge everyone 
who has had a liberal thought or who 
has talked with a Communist or who 
has been seen with a Communist, but 
certainly we must not turn our faces 
away from the facts. Government em- . 
ployment is a trust and privilege. We 
must give more than lip service to the 
principle that American people are en
titled above all to have in Government 
service only those loyal to the United 
States with doubts resolved in favor of 
the Government. 

In my opinion, the record requires an 
explanation. In the near future I shall 
request the House Post omce and Civil 
Service Committee to conduct hearings 
with respect to present policies, proce
dures and activities of the various de
partment and agency loyalty boards. 
Those top Government otncials who have 
ignored the facts contained in reports 
of investigation raising serious doubts 
regarding the loyalty of Federal em
ployees should explain their actions. 

The real answer to these Federal em
ployee-loyalty problems is both an effec
tive removal procedure in the case of 
employees of doubtful loyalty and ade
quate means of preventing the initial 
employment of such persons. 

Let me not be misunderstood. I real
ize this is a serious matter. I am in 
favor of seeing to it that every person 
suspected with subversive activities or 
views, is given adequate consideration. 
No one would deny them of every right 
to which they are entitled. On the other 
hand the .hundreds of thousands of loyal 
employees in the Federal Government, 
as well as the American people to whom 
all Government employees are respon
sible for their services, are entitled- to 
protection against any and all persons 
of doubtful loyalties and subversiv-e 
views. 

EXTE~SION OF REMARKS 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given permis
~ion to extend his remarks in the RECORD 
and include an article. 

Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include editorials from the 
Christian Science Monitor, the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch, and the Washington Daily 
News. 

Mr. BENDER asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

LEAVE . OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to Messrs. MAcKINNON 

and LucAs (at the request of Mr. GwiNN 
of New York), on account of otncial busi
ness for the Committee on Education 
and Labor, at the request of Hon. FRED 
A. HARTLEY, JR., chairman. 

VETERANS' FLIGHT TRAINING 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, there has been enormous in
terest among the Members· of Congress 
in the subject of flight training, and the 
regulations, issued by the Veterans' Ad
ministration, which they believe are too 
strict and not in accordance with the law. 

Because of this interest I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD at this point and give a short 
resume of what has been done by our 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs in this 
regard. I think the Members will get 
a good deal of solace from the promises 
of General Gray. We will have to take 
further action if the change of policy 
does not help the veterans receive this 
flight training to which they are entitled. : 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. · 

Speaker, as the chairman of the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs, I wish to inform _ 
the ¥embers of Congress-and a great 
number of them have asked me about 
it-that our committee has held two 
closed hearings in the past 2 days, at 
which time the subject of aviation flight 
training under the so-called GI bill o·f 
rights was gone into most thoroughly. 

As witnesses we had before us Gen. 
Carl R. Gray, Jr., Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs, Mr. H. V. Stirling, Assist
ant Administrator for Vocational Reha
bilitation and Education, and other o:fH
cials from the Veterans' Administration 
under whose direction the flight-training 
program is handled. . 

The specific matter under considera
tion was the interpretation of Veterans' 
Administration Instruction No. 1, dated 
June 30, 1948, which dealt with the appli
cation of the provision of Public Law No. 
862, Eightieth Congress, prohibiting ex
penditure of Government funds for 
courses avocational or recreational in 
character. 

·This Public Law No. 862, Eightieth 
Congress, contained the following proviso 
and limitation: 

Provided, That no part of this appropria
tion for education and training under title 
II of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act, as 
amended, shall be expended for tuition, fees, 
or other charges, or for subsistence allowance, 
for any course elected or commenced by a vet
eran on or subsequent to July 1, 1948, and 
which is determined by the Administrator to 
be avocational or recreational in character. 
For the purpose of this proviso, education or 
training for the purpose of teaching a veter
an to fly or related aviation courses in con
nectio:p. with his _pre&ent or contemplated 
business or occupation, shall not be consid
ered avocational or recreational. 
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The instruction sheet when received in 

the various regional offices of the Vet
erans' Administration became the sub
ject of varying degrees of interpretation, 
with a resultant lack of approval of 
many applications for flight training. 

General Gray testified tl:iat he had 
just returned from an extensive trip 
across the country and that he was un
aware, until he reached Washington, of 
any divergence ·among his regional 
managers in their interpretation of the 
instruction, and he did not know hereto
fore that there had been instances where 
additional instructions over that partic
ular directive had been issued by certain 
branch offices. In this regard, General 
Gray stated: 

If there are instructions contrary to these 
instructions-and I learned possibly that 
there had been this morning-! will rescind 
them at once. 

Continuing. General Gray said: 
Let me say again, as I have said before, 

and I would like to reiterate it for emphasis, 
that it is most unfortunate that in tills trip 
of mine across the continent twice since this 
instruction was issued no one has brought .it 
to my personal attention in the field, and, 
therefore, I was not cognizant of the fact 
that there was this difficulty until I was 
advised a couple of days ago of your desire 
that I be up here at 10 o'clock today, and 
when I asked what it was all about I was 
told yesterday that it was along these lines, 
and in order that I might become acquainted 
with what you had questions on I asked Mr. 
Stirling to meet me here this morning. I 
have found that these conditions did exist. 
They were not brought to my attention in 
the field, and I am going to do my level best 
to correct them. 

During the discussion before the Com
mittee a great deal of consideration was 
given to a phrase in the instruction sheet 
which provided that an elementary flight 
or private pilot course elected by a vet
eran in an approved school shall not be 
considered avocational or recreational in 
character if the veteran submits to the 
regional office complete justification that 
such course is in connection with his 
present or contemplated business or oc
cupation. It was maintained by mem
bers of the Committee that the term 
"complete justification" was entirely too 
all-embracing and that its application 
by the regional managers had resulted 
in a virtual stoppage of new entrants in 
flight training courses. 

Assistant Administrator Sterling dis
closed that the key officials from the 
various regional offices of the Veterans' 
Administration were being brought to 
Washington for a meeting on Sunday, 
August 8, at which time General Gray 
and his officials will present the view
point of the Administration regarding 
flight training. 

BLAiR HOUSE AND BLAIR-LEE HOU:SE 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, Blair 

House and Blair-Lee House comprise one 

of our Government's whitest white ele
phants as they stand today. These two 
beautiful buildings are now used by our 
State D~partment to accommodat-e 
guests visiting our shores from foreign 
countries. They serve this useful pur
pose only about one-fourth of the year, 
and the greater part of the year they 
simply stand idle. 

Meanwhile, one of the most important 
of our public offices has no place avail
able for living quarters. Our Vice Pres
ident must scramble ior living accommo
dations where he can .find them. He has 
no regular residence provided for him by 
our Government. I am certain that most 
of our people are completely unaware of 
this fact. 

If there were an official residence for 
our Vice Presidents, this would make for 
far greater dignity and importance for 
the Vice Presidency than we have 
achieved at any time in our history. 

One of the candidates for the Pres
idency has already stated publicly that 
he will give his Vice Presidential running 
mate a larger share in the handling of 
Government problems than any previous 
Vice President has ever received. If tbis 
candidate is elected, and there is some 
reason to believe that he will be. the loca
tion of the second in command directly 
across the street from the White House 
will be a splendid step. It will make 
possible an etfective two-man team doing 
the hard work of the Presidency and Vice 
Presidency without undue effort. 

If it were possible to utilize either the 
Blair House or the Blair-Lee House by 
establishing an official residence there 
directly across the street from the Wbite 
House, the Vice President would be in a 
position where .be could really participate 
in the planning and counseling which 
might be most valuable to the Nation. 
In fact. such a residence in close prox
imity to the White House might well con
tribute to the establishment of closer 
relations between the two responsible 
heads of our executive department and 
make possible a continuity of policy in 
the event of a Presidential disability. 

I believe this is entirely feasible and 
have asked the State Department to 
fw-nish me with the number of persons 
housed and the number of man-days 
during which housing was provided in 
connection with that number of persons 
at each of the ~two houses during 1947 and 
1948. They are as follows: 

Fisool year 1947 

Category 

Num- Man
~~~f ber of days of 
official per· hous· 

visits ~~~~ ~!e~f' 

1. Heads of state and rank
ing foreign oflicials: 

Blair House ..... ·------ 11 
Blair-Lee House.______ 6 

2. Foreign guests invited to 
the United States under 
the program for the in· 
ternational exchange ·of 
persons: Blair-Lee House. ·----·--

Total number of per
sons involved and 
man-days of housing 
provided during the 
fiscal yesr l!lt7 _______ --------

75 
31 

67 

163 

3Jl0 
103 

126 

639 

Fiscal year 1948 

Category 

Tum- Num- Man
ter of hff of days of 

official per- nons· 

visits ~~~:- i~~J!t 

1. Heads of state and ranking 
foreign officials: 

Bl:\ir"House____________ 3 
lUau-Lee House_____ __ 8 

2. Fore.i,gn. l!:Uests invitod to 
tbe United States under 
the pr<>gr.am ifor the in· 
ternatioo.a.l C.'(change or 
persons: B1air-LecEou.se. --------

Tot:U nnmber of per
rons in\olved .and 
man-days of h<msing 
-pro10ided during tbe 
fiscal :s-ear 1948. __ ____ -·----·-

38 

103 

67 
205 

133 

The State Department has stated that 
thes:e two houses are utilized for mis
cellaneous official functions such as 
luncheons. dinners, and receptions. The 
foHowing table shows the number of these 
during the years 194'7 and 1948: 

Fiscal Fisc&t 
5'€'21.' year 
1947 1948 

Functions for focei.gn officials other 
than tb-ose given specifically in con· 
nection itb the rogmm for the in-
temati<mai excllange of persons _____ _ 

Functions specifically in connection 
with the program for the interna-
tiooll.l exchange of persons __________ _ 

TotaL __ ---·--------· ____ -------

76 

.22 

87 99 

The general upkeep of the property 
is already an item on our taxpayer's list 
as are the salaries of the belp who take 
care of the houses as is seen from tbe 
following: 
MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL AND THEIR SALARIES 

The following is a list of the regular 
personnel employed for maintaining the 
houses and the annual salaries of eaeh 
for each of the fiscal years 1947 and 1948: 

Annual salaries 

Title of employee 

Housekeeper-hostess (Blair and 

Fiscal 
~ 
l947 

.Blair-Lee .Houses) ______ __ ______ $4, ~00. 40 
Cook (Blair and Blair-Lee Houses)_ '2, 400.00 
Assistant housekeeper (Blair-Lee House) __________________________ J 954.00 
J anitor-houseman _________________ 1, 954.00 
Parlor mai<L_____________________ 1., 455.00 

$4,500.68 
2, 190. ()() 

2, 030.54 
2,{)3().54 
1,633. 00 

In addition to the regular employees 
listed above, butlers, chambermaids, 
kitchenmaids and waiters are hired by 
the day ~s required. 

From tne above, it is reasonable to 
· assume that one house can serve the 

purpose for which both are being used 
now. In addition to utilizing our re
sources to the best advantage, this is an 
opportunity for our Government to take 
a step forward in the development of ow
governmental techniques. If the Vice 
President is to be a regular member of 
the team instead of a utility outfielder, 
he ought to be sitting right there on the 
bench instead of up in the grandstand. 
And we certainly should consid~r him to 
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have housing priority over our visiting 
dignitaries. 

Let us put one of these houses to good 
use by taking it from the Department 
of State and getting it ready for regular 
"War-r-en-Tear." 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 3 o'clock and 39 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, August 5, 1948, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1713. A letter from the Secretary of De
fense, transmitting copies of a resolution 
adopted by the Guam Congress on May 1, 
1948, concerning land acquisition for military 
purposes in the Tumon Bay area, and a letter 
of transmittal signed by the Honorable 
Simon A. Sanchez, secretary, House of Coun
cil; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1714. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a report of recoveries 
collected by the United States for damage 
caused to naval vessels that were settled 
under the act of December 5, 1945 (Public 
Law 246, 79th Cong., 1st sess.) during the 
fiscal year 1947-48; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

1715. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a list of claims for 
damage caused by naval vessels which were 
settled under Public Law 417 during the 
fiscal year 1947-48; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

1716. A letter from the Acting Archivist of 
the United States, transmitting a report on 
records proposed for disposal by various Gov
ernment agencies; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

1717. A letter from the Acting President, 
Board of Commissioners, District of Colum
bia, transmitting semiannual report of the 
Administrator of Rent Control covering the 
period J anuary 1 to June 30, 1948; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 707. Resolution making in 
order motions to suspend the rules, motions 
for a recess, and the consideration of reports 
from the Committee on Rules; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2451). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. EATON: Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
Senate Joint Resolution 212. Joint resolu
tion to authorize the President, following 
appropriation of the necessary funds by the 
Congress, to bring into effect on the part of 
the United States the loan agreement of the 
United States of America and the United 
Nations signed at Lake Success, N.Y., March 
23, 1948; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2452). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BISHOP: Joint Committee on the Dis
position of Executive Papers. House Report 
No. 2453. Report on the disposition of cer
tain papers of sundry executive departments. 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BISHOP: Joint Committee on the Dis
position of Executive Papers. House Report 
No. 2454. Report on the disposition of cer
tain papers of sundry executive departments. 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. WOLCOTT: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. Senate Joint Resolution 157. 
Joint resolution to provide for the regulation 
of consumer credit for a temporary period; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 2455). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BIL:bS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills 
and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANGELL: 
H . R. 7098. A bill to amend section 2 of the 

National Housing Act; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BEALL: 
H. R. 7099. A bill relating to actions in the 

District of Columbia for breach of promise 
to marry; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa: 
H. R. 7100. A bill to protect the public with 

resuect to practitioners before administra
tive agencies; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. R. 7101. A bill to amend the Social Se

curity Act so as to reduce from 65 to 60 
the qualifying age for old-age and survivors 
insurance benefits; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H. R. 7102. A bill to amend the Federal old
age and survivors insurance provisions of the 
Social Security Act by liberalizing benefits, 
by increasing amounts beneficiaries may earn 
without loss of benefits, and by lowering the 
age of eligibility of women beneficiaries, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McGARVEY: 
H. R. 7103. A bill to amend the Selective 

Service Act of 1948; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H. R. 7104. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act to create the Inland Waterways Cor
poration for the purpose of carrying out the 
mandate and purpose of Congress as ex
pressed in sections 201 and 500 of the Trans
portation Act, and for other purposes," ap
proved June 3, 1924, as amended; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. POTTER: 
H. R. 7105. A bill to exempt admissions to 

activities of elementary and secondary 
schools from the tax on admissions; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REEVES: 
H. R. 7106. A bill to amend the act en

titled "An act to create the Inland Water
ways Corporation for the purpose of carry
ing out the mandate and purpose of Con
gress as expressed in sections 201 and 500 
of the Transportation Act, and for other 
purposes," approved June 3, 1924, as amend
ed; to the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce. 

By Mr. SEELY-BROWN: 
H. R. 7107. A bill to provide for the issu

ance of a postage stamp in commemoration 
of the three hundredth anniversary of the 
founding of Stonhigton, Conn.; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 
H. R. 7108. A bill to amend the Service

men's Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. DING ELL: 
H. R. 7109. A bill to reimpose the excess

profits tax, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GAMBLE: . 
H. R. 7110. A bill to amend the National 

Housing Act, as amended, with respect to 
mortgages of certain veterans housing corpo
rations; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. MARCANTONIO: 
H. R. 7111. A bill to provide for the with

drawal of the sovereignty of the United 
States over the island of Puerto Rico and for 
the recognition of its independence; to pro
vide for the notification thereof to foreign 
governmP.nts; to provide for the assumption 
by the government of Puerto Rico of obliga
tions under the treaty with Spain on Decem
ber 10, 1898; to define trade and other rela
tions between the United States and Puerto 
Rico; to provide for the calling of a conven
tion to frame a constitution for the govern
ment of the island of Puerto Rico; to provide 
for certain mandatory provisions of the pro
posed constitution; to provide for the sub
mission of the constitution to the people of 
Puerto Rico and its submission to the Presi
dent of the United States for his approval; 
to provide for the adjustment of property 
rights between the United States and Puerto 
Rico; to provide for the maintenance of 
military, coaling, and naval stations by the 
United States on the island of Puerto Rico 
until the termination of the war between the 
United States and Germany and Japan; to 
continue in force certain statutes until in
dependence has been acknowledged; and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. O'KONSKI: 
H. R. 7112. A bill to provide emergency re

lief for livestock farmers in drought-stricken 
areas; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H.?· 7113. A bill to promote the develop

ment in the area of the Central Valley Fed
eral reclamation project, California, of rea
sonably sized, owner-operated farms; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
H. R. 7114. A bill to amend the Displaced 

Persons Act of 1948; to the Committee on . 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARCANTONIO: 
H. J. Res. 442. Joint resolution on recogni

tion of Israel; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS . 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and· 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 
H. R. 7115. A bill for the relief of August 

Henrikson; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. McDONOUGH: · 
H. R. 7116. A bill for the relief of Egon 

Newman; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
H. R. 7117. A bill for the relief of Peter I. 

Tirbak, Ekaterina Tirbak, and Igor Tirbak; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McMILLEN of Illinois: 
H. R. 7118. A bill for the relief of Jack 

Phillips; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
2140. The SPEAKER presented a petition 

of T. S. Kinney, Orlando, Fla., and others, 
petitioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to legislation known as the 
Townsend plan, introduced in the Eightieth 
Congress as H. R. 16, which was referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Mear.s. 
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